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Abstract 
This research investigates the contributing factors that influence policy and practice relevant to 
the censoring of the senior secondary school drama curriculum. Specifically, it examines the 
practice of and the philosophical basis for censorship in the study and performance of HSC 
Drama in secondary non-government schools in New South Wales. 
This study employs an interpretative paradigm of educational research based on a constructivist 
methodology using narrative analysis. As such the research methodology is a qualitative study 
employing the tools of interview and questionnaire to three case studies. The three case studies 
investigated are the three main Christian school systems in New South Wales: Catholic, 
Protestant and non-denominational Christian schools. In each case study, there is an HSC 
Drama teacher, a drama faculty head and a director of curriculum. The aim of this study is to 
produce high-quality, in-depth understandings of why and how censorship operates in these case 
studies. 
This study will be of interest and practical use to teachers and principals. These findings 
demonstrate a chilling effect is widespread in these critical cases. This fear is influencing school 
management, teachers and students to censor and self-censor texts that could be beneficial for 
senior secondary students to study and perform. This censorship is significantly diminishing the 
breadth and richness of the curriculum, narrowing student engagement with diverse ideas and 
significant theatre practitioners. 
The motivation for these decisions of censorship is often influenced by fear of potential reprisal 
for the teacher and the school’s reputation. Censorship responses are not often deeply 
considered and reasoned but rather frequently motivated by appeasement. Issues of the chilling 
effect, hegemony, determining values and standards, and decision-making processes emerge as 
themes of this study. The division, diversity and passion in the stories of the respondents, 
demonstrate a need to develop a conceptual framework and review process to support 
censorship discourse in schools that is balanced and free of fear. The conceptual framework and 
review process that this study posits will assist teachers, principals and school communities to 
make well informed and rationally considered decisions in developing an appropriately broad 
and balanced arts curriculum. 
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Glossary of Terms 
Keywords  
Board of Studies, censorship, narrative analysis, Christian school, performance, educational 
merit, ideology. 
Operational Definition of Keywords 
Board of Studies 
In Australia, school curriculum and the registering and accrediting of schools is the 
responsibility of State Governments. In the State of New South Wales the Board of Studies 
(BOS) was established by the NSW Government in 1990 to write curriculum documents K-12, 
to resource teachers in the implementation of curriculum and to set and administer examinations 
for the certification of students at the conclusion of their secondary schooling for the Higher 
School Certificate (Year 12) and School Certificate (Year 10). The Office of the Board of 
Studies is also responsible to the education minister for the writing and implementation of 
school education policy and the registering and accrediting of government and non-government 
schools. The New South Wales Board of Studies (BOS) was in 2014 renamed the Board of 
Studies Teaching and Educational Standards (BOSTES). As referenced BOSTES documents in 
this study were published prior to this recent name change, all references to the New South 
Wales Board of Studies in this study maintain its prior name and acronym (BOS). 
Censorship 
Henry Reichman defines censorship as ‘the removal, suppression, or restricted circulation of 
literary, artistic or educational material – of images, ideas and information – on the grounds that 
these are morally or otherwise objectionable in light of standards applied by the censor’ 
(Reichman, 2001, p. 2). MacCallum defines censorship as ‘essentially a restriction of freedom, 
that is one agent is preventing another from doing something, reading or expressing an idea, 
opinions or beliefs, viewing something (MacCallum, 2006, p. 102). Richard Burt taking a 
Foucaultian view proposes ‘we think of censorship broadly as a mechanism for legitimating and 
delegitimating access to discourse’ (Burt, 1993, p. 13). For the purposes of this study the term is 
used to denote the withholding or modification of texts for performance and performances 
themselves, by anyone with the power to do so on ideological grounds. Self-censoring by 
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teachers and students as well as that imposed upon them from outside agents will all fall within 
the operational definition of this term. 
Christian school 
This term will include all secondary schools with a Christian religious affiliation in their 
governance. The three largest groups of schools that fall into this operational definition in New 
South Wales are:  
1. Catholic secondary schools 
2. Non-government secondary schools with a Christian denominational membership, 
with Anglican schools being the largest sub-group of these independent schools 
3. Schools that are members of Christian Schools Australia (formerly Community 
Christian Schools) or Parent Controlled Christian Schools that have a reformed or 
Protestant theology at their basis (Buckingham, 2010). 
These three school types will form the focus of the three case studies presented in this research. 
Study 
In this research when referring to the ‘study’ as opposed to the ‘performance’ of drama, ‘study’ 
will refer to all the associated activity related to the New South Wales HSC Drama syllabus 
sections 1 and 2 of the written examination. This will include textual study as well as 
performance activities and workshops that are central to implementing the syllabus and students 
achieving its stated and specific outcomes. 
Public performance 
For the purposes of this study public performance will include all drama performances produced 
by the school, which are available to and intended for audiences beyond the classroom. It would 
include curricula performances such as HSC Drama performances and other productions. It 
would also include co-curricular performances such as a school play or musical. 
Educational merit 
The participants in this study and the literature cited use ‘educational merit’ as the criterion by 
which selection of contentious material for study in schools may be justified. The principle 
applied is that the quality of the material and the ideas that it explores are of such value that the 
benefit to students significantly outweighs any possible harm that may be caused due to the 
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study of this material. Feinberg states that educational merit as criteria for curriculum inclusion 
‘involves an examination of the dominant theories that serve to govern educational discourse and to 
set educational choice. And, most important, it also requires a vision of what education and the 
curriculum should be aiming at’ (Feinberg, 2014, p. 2). In this way what is considered educationally 
meritorious may vary from one school context to another. 
Ideology 
This term is used to describe the basis by which values, standards, morals and ethics are determined 
by individuals and schools in subscribing a particular view and approach to curriculum censorship in 
schools. Ethics and morality are socially constructed and informed by core beliefs (Schrader, 1996; 
Winch, 2004). These core beliefs may also be influenced by religious affiliation and theological 
positions both personally and corporately. Both personal and cooperate ideology will be examined 
and compared in this study. 
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Introduction 
A perennial problem faced in educational drama in our schools is the question of what texts are 
our students ‘allowed’ to study and perform. Controversy is never too far away from the arts 
including the study and performance of dramatic works in schools. Selection of texts for study 
and performance can often become a crucible of contention. Undue censorship of senior 
secondary arts curriculum potentially imposes a hegemonic, monochromatic and less than 
democratic view of the world on students. Censorship of this nature can affect the health, 
richness and vibrancy of a multicultural democratic society. ‘Despite theoretical and empirical 
questioning of text hegemony, the unrelenting school-based banning of public narratives 
(DelFattore, chap. 6, this volume) vehemently underscores both lay and legal agreement with 
text hegemony’ (Green, Strange, & Broek, 2013). 
Censorship occurs for many reasons and in many contexts. It can be motivated by political and 
theological ideologies, particularly a desire to protect children from harm. In the school context 
Kallio investigates how Finnish music teachers construct a censorship framework. She argues 
‘In navigating the various discourses and ideologies in the school, teachers may be seen to work 
within a school censorship frame, through which certain musics (sic) and their accompanying 
values are promoted, whilst others are suppressed’ (Kallio, 2014, p. 3).  
This study focuses on the censorship of senior drama curriculum in the experience of nine 
educators working in the Australian Christian school context. The nine educators work across 
one Christian, two Catholic and three Protestant/Anglican schools. Non-government religious 
schools form the focus of this study because they have a stated ideology by which policy is 
made. This ideology is expressed in the vision and mission statements of these schools and 
provides a context and paradigm to discuss and explore the ideology behind decisions to censor 
drama texts and performances. Exploration and analysis of censorship decisions based on moral 
and possibly theological positions are more complex where censorship is overly explicit, 
implicit or tacit. The question of how the curriculum aligns with matters of faith may be less 
relevant in government schools, although how it reflects moral and ethical development is 
significant. It is a central consideration in the question of the curriculum in all schools, 
especially religious schools. 
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Further Credaro (2001) found that censorship in Australian schools is most prevalent in 
religious schools. Therefore, because of censorship frequency and ideological homogeneity, 
non-government religious schools are a reliable focus for this study. 
The research question 
The aims of this study are focused on the following research question and sub-question: 
Research Question 
In the experience and actions of the nine educators of this study, why are censorship decisions 
made in HSC Drama in New South Wales secondary Christian schools? 
Sub-question 
How are these decisions made? 
The investigation of these questions will include:  
a) Identifying some of the influences this censorship is having on teachers  
b) Developing a conceptual framework and review process from the participants’ and 
researcher’s insights to inform policy and practice in the censorship of HSC Drama. 
Censorship is emotive, political and often loosely defined. What for one is responsible 
‘judicious selection’ is for another overly protective and restrictive ‘censorship’ (Bunn, 2015; 
Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Denzin, 2013; Green, 1990; Kallio, 2014; Nimon, 2005b; Whelan, 
2009; Williams & Dillon, 1992). Nimon (2005) argues in her paper examining the line between 
selection and censorship in schools: ‘To discount a work … because of its subject matter … is a 
step towards censorship  ...  If teachers are avoiding some titles  ...  because they contain 
potentially controversial subject matter then they are acting as censors’ (2005a, p. 26). This line 
between selection and censorship is defined here by Nimon (2005) and in this study as 
avoidance or modification of a text because of its content. If a text is preferred this is selection. 
If a text or part of a text is avoided this is censorship. This becomes particularly relevant in 
NSW HSC Drama curriculum where a list of prescribed texts is published by the BOS from 
which teachers and schools must select to study in preparation for public examinations. 
Teachers or schools may avoid a particular text because another text on the list is more 
appropriate for the context of the school and the students. However, in Nimon’s definition if a 
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text is avoided because of fear that the text may be ‘potentially controversial’ (2005a, p. 26)  
then this by Nimon’s definition is an act of censorship rather than selection. 
This study’s significance informs both theory that is, how we think about censorship in school 
contexts, as well as practice that is, how students engage in learning and teachers design and 
direct curriculum. Theoretically a conceptual framework is proposed that views censorship 
across a conservative to liberal continuum through the dual lenses of educational merit and 
ideological values (see Figure 9.1). 
Firstly, the conservative end of this continuum is labelled the protectionist position, those 
motivated to guard students, particularly younger students, from being exposed to mature 
material that may be harmful or disturbing. However, it is equally motivated by those with a 
desire to protect the reputation and public standing of a school within the broader community. 
This censorship is politically motivated, a product of hegemony where particular ideas are 
suppressed. 
Secondly, the liberal end of the continuum is labelled the exposure position. This position is 
motivated by those with a desire to see students, particularly senior students, free to engage with 
the world of ideas and views that are a part of the society and the world in which they live. This 
position is also political and can be a form of hegemony where particular ideas are promoted. 
The practice of censorship in schools needs to be considered as part of a well-constructed and 
soundly grounded policy. Censorship policy in schools can provide a framework and approach 
for dealing with contentious material and the controversy that this material inevitably creates 
within a school community (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Denzin, 2013; Kallio, 2014). 
This study explores this territory through investigating the experiences of three high school 
drama teachers, three arts faculty heads and three curriculum directors all working in Christian 
school contexts – Catholic, Protestant/Anglican and the relatively new and rapidly growing non-
denominational Christian schools in the State of New South Wales, Australia. Chapter 1 
explores current thinking in relevant studies to contextualise this research. Chapter 2 describes 
and justifies the methodology employed to assist with the interrogation of the research 
questions. Chapters 3 to 7 contextualise and present the three case studies that are the focus of 
this inquiry, focusing on the narratives of the nine participants who work in these schools. 
Chapter 8 analyses and synthesises the findings of this study leading into the final chapter. 
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Chapter 9 summarises these findings and draws them together to propose a conceptual 
framework and review process to assist with the management of curriculum censorship of senior 
secondary drama. 
The New South Wales mandatory Higher School Certificate Drama Curriculum and its 
implementation in Christian schools provide the context of this study. My professional 
experiences, specifically through my work with the New South Wales Board of Studies1 as the 
Supervisor of Marking for the Drama Higher School Certificate (HSC) and as a drama teacher, 
drama faculty head and principal, informs this inquiry. This research will investigate this 
difficult issue of how school communities can successfully and appropriately navigate the 
censorship of arts curriculum to create optimal educational outcomes for senior secondary 
drama students. 
                                                
1 All references in this study will maintain the New South Wales Board of Studies & Educational Standards 
(BOSTES) prior name and acronym (BOS) as referenced documents are published under this original name. 
 1 
Chapter 1 Literature Review 
This chapter explores the literature that addresses censorship and text selection in schools. It 
examines how censorship is defined and employed in Australian schools. Common paradigms, 
themes and approaches to censorship are identified to contrast and compare with the 
experiences and stories of the nine participants in this study. An understanding of some of the 
prominent philosophical and ideological bases that underlie censorship decision-making in 
schools is interrogated and unpacked to assist the construction of a review process for 
effectively addressing this area of the senior secondary curriculum. 
To date, there has been very little published in the area of censorship of secondary drama 
education in Australia. However, outside this country and in the United States in particular, 
censorship of drama in secondary schools has been a topic of intense interest. Accounts of 
teachers being dismissed (Brelis, 1998) and facing federal charges (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 
2013, pp. 85-89; Russo & Delon, 1999) for failing to censor plays in secondary schools have 
been noted and debated in the media, in academic studies, in legislative bodies and court rooms. 
The types of texts that find themselves under the censors’ influence are surprisingly broad. Ken 
Wachsberger states in his introduction to Sova’s catalogue of over four hundred texts that have 
been censored in the United States of America, that ‘Many of our richest literary works – The 
Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, The Colour Purple, The Grapes of Wrath, The Jungle, Uncle 
Tom’s Cabin, Tropic of Cancer – have been censored … targeted for removal from school 
curricula or library shelves’ (Sova, 1998, p. ix). Couts and colleagues (2013) lists texts censored 
in school and public libraries in 2011 including The Perks of Being a Wallflower, The 
Awakening, The Hunger Games, Staying Fat for Sarah Byrnes, Extremely Loud and Incredibly 
Close, Anne Frank: The Diary of a Young Girl, Water for Elephants and Snow Falling on 
Cedars. 
This chapter outlines the ‘story’ of censorship in Australian schools with a brief look at the 
early history of censorship across Australia, with a particular focus on the recent past and the 
State of New South Wales, where this study is focused. To contextualise this ‘story’ the chapter 
first canvasses the contemporary literature both national and international that deals most 
relevantly and closely with the questions of this study. The following themes are used to 
organise this literature review: 
Two paradigms: ‘Protectionist’ versus ‘Exposure’ 
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Standards and values 
Self-censorship and fear 
Conceptual frameworks and revision processes 
A brief history of censorship in Australian schools 
Limited Research in Australia 
Two philosophical paradigms: ‘Protectionist’ versus ‘Exposure’ 
Collins in his findings concluded ‘philosophy and, according to some, theology is necessary for 
ascertaining as fully as possible the directions and meanings of the educational process, 
including accompanying plans of censorship’ (1992, p. 51). The same study recognised ‘an 
immediately practical need for philosophical reflection upon education, including censorship, in 
the public forum’ (1992, p. 51). An analysis of the censorship literature exposes a polarity in the 
philosophical debate, in the area of censorship of school texts. One paradigm is firmly set in 
what in this study is termed the ‘protectionist’ position where the focus is on keeping children 
and institutional reputations guarded from potentially harmful ideas and experiences. This 
position is aligned to a generally conservative ideology and is broadly representative of 
conservative Christian groups (Couts et al., 2013; Kallio, 2014; Leahy, 1998; Lent & Pipkin, 
2013; Whelan, 2009). Ideologically and often theologically they espouse a position that it is the 
parents who ultimately have the right and responsibility to determine the education of their 
children. Blaxland records a typical parental view – ‘I send my kids to the school I do because 
their philosophy is in line with mine. I don’t want my kids to read books that don’t reflect my 
value system’ (Blaxland, 2000c, p. 20). 
The other paradigm labelled the ‘exposure’ position originates from a liberal ideology that 
believes that students should be given freedom to access age-appropriate ideas. It argues the 
obligation of society to provide the nation’s young people with exposure to the market place of 
ideas where they can be tested through quality educational experiences. Ideologically it 
espouses a position where the State ‘“must help children develop into ethical and responsible 
users of information, able to recognise when information is problematic. We don’t do it by 
being their censors” … states Dr Ross Todd head of the Department of Information Studies at 
UTS’ (Blaxland, 2000b, p. 20). Blaxland (2000c, p. 21) records a typical parental view from this 
paradigm: ‘I would question whether I wanted my kids in a school that banned Harry Potter … 
If you’re going to get into political correctness you’re going to have to eliminate an awful lot of 
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good books, including Shakespeare’. Credaro sums up this philosophical dichotomy: 
If education is to be founded on the principle of exposure to diverse 
ideas, then it is almost mandatory that exposure to controversial material 
is possible. However if schools should be a place for transmitting 
community values, then censorship becomes almost compulsory (2001, 
p. 7). 
It is simplistic to see this as simply a parent versus school dichotomy. Blaxland has shown there 
are parents who hold views reflective of both paradigms, as there are teachers and school 
leaders that hold views reflective of both paradigms. As such Blaxland notes a typical view 
from a teacher-librarian working in a South Australian Christian School – ‘Our school is Bible-
based and Protestant … we have responsibility to the parents of our children and to God to bring 
them up with loving discipline, and a Christian character, with the right attitudes to each other 
… we avoid books that have anything to do with witchcraft or mysticism, or with anti-
authoritarian attitudes, or that show children being rude to authority figures … The guiding 
question is does good triumph?’ (2000a, p. 21). 
Green (1990) describes the school’s dilemma as an ‘uneasy balance between intellectual 
freedom, the ‘right to read’ and the requirement of ‘due care and protection’, which imbues 
every aspect of schooling,’. Credaro notes that great care should be taken in determining this 
balance as ‘early in 2000, the United Nations ratified the School Library Manifesto, which 
states in part that “school libraries should not be subjected to any form of ideological, political 
or religious censorship”. This Manifesto was based on the principles of the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights’ (2001, p. 5). 
Two examples of the ‘exposure’ and ‘protectionist’ approaches to censorship are illustrated 
below: 
Firstly, the ‘exposure’ position is exemplified by the American Alliance for Theatre and 
Education in their opening statement in the Drama Theatre Teacher Journal in their standards 
document ‘Freedom of Artistic Expression in Educational Theatre’. 
Freedom to educate and to be educated is the right of all people and vital 
to any democracy. Policies of artistic and academic freedom and 
censorship not only uphold ethics but ARE, in themselves, ethical 
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standards … theatre educators must be free to use the tools of their 
profession as they deem appropriate for the level of instruction … and 
needs of their [students] ("Freedom of Artistic Expression in Educational 
Theatre," 1993, p. A1). 
The standards document expounds five beliefs and a process for managing challenges to 
performances in American schools. This process will be discussed at the conclusion of this 
chapter in the section ‘Conceptual frameworks and review processes’ as an example of an 
‘exposure’ position censorship process and framework.  
Secondly, Ireland (2000) presents an example of the ‘protectionist’ view. The overall basis for 
Ireland’s censorship framework is a theological position - an interpretation of the Scriptural 
reference Philippians 4:8. This protectionist framework references scripture as the moral 
authority for addressing issues of censorship. 
Ireland’s (2000) view is that regardless of effective teaching it is primarily the text itself and not 
the treatment of it through teaching it, that most powerfully influences the student in forming 
their values and worldview. Her view is that any senior text that explores or presents ideas that 
are contrary to the Christian worldview should be censored. Her conceptual framework is built 
around the central principle: as a parent would you judge the author of the text a worthy role 
model for your child. A selection panel consisting of five members, of which two are to be 
parents from the class that will be accessing the text, use this question as their criterion to 
decide what texts to allow and what texts to censor. 
Both the ‘exposure’ and the ‘protectionist’ positions agree that schools should develop a 
conceptual framework and review process to deal with the question of censorship in schools. 
However, the bases for creating a coherent policy to deal with censorship across the two 
positions vary significantly. Both the ‘exposure’ and ‘protectionist’ positions provide valid 
foundations for constructing a process to make value and moral judgements of standards that are 
reflective of the types of communities that they represent. This study investigates the common 
principles that can be synthesised into a single conceptual censorship framework that can serve 
the needs of a school regardless of where it sits on the ‘protectionist’ ‘exposure’ continuum. 
At this point, some commentary is required on a complicating issue that can potentially muddy 
the waters of censorship discourse. The criterion of age-appropriateness is often central to 
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decisions in schools when considering the suitability of material for particular students 
(Blaxland, 2000a, French, 2003, Reichman, 2001, Schrader, 1996). ‘Age-appropriate’ is part of 
the censorship lexicon and needs some clarification for how it relates to this study. 
Age-appropriate or censorship 
A further complication in the censorship discourse is the confusing of selecting for age-
appropriateness and censorship. Delaying access is not denying access. Winch (2004) suggests 
that one solution to this philosophical confusion is to take a Lockean account of children's rights 
and apply it to censorship issues. Briefly the Lockean position is that until a child has the 
capacity for reason parents and teachers have an obligation to protect and provide, even if it is 
against the will of the child who lacks the capacity for reason. As the child’s ability to reason 
develops their will should become predominant and equal to that of other adults. On this 
account, parents or caregivers such as teachers, have the responsibility of protecting children. 
Equally they have an obligation to divest autonomy and adult freedoms gradually to the child as 
they mature. 
A Lockean view of the child provides legal temporary derivative rights over children including 
the control of access to books, information and ideas. If teachers or schools judge that access is 
not in the best interests of the child it can and should be withheld. The role of schools and 
teachers in loco parentis, adjudicating between the wishes of different parents, becomes 
particularly problematic when there is great diversity of views amongst the school community 
and not broad acceptance of this Lockean (Winch, 2004) philosophical basis. Even if this basis 
is accepted there remains the difficulty of judging correctly at what age and stage greater 
freedoms should be granted and what these freedoms should be. 
Schools such as Steiner (Blaxland, 2000a) schools recognise this transition from child to adult 
that occurs in the senior years of secondary schooling and the need for a dynamic and evolving 
approach to questions of censorship as students approach adulthood. ‘One of the keys to Steiner 
education is age-appropriateness … Over thirteen years of education there is very little we can’t 
bring to them’ (Blaxland, 2000a, p. 13). This view suggests that to effectively and appropriately 
make decisions regarding potentially contentious material in senior secondary curricula, 
parental and in loco parentis responsibilities and rights should be considered alongside the 
students’ rights to access challenging ideas in the senior years of secondary schooling. 
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Standards and values 
A further approach in establishing a basis for making censorship decisions is founded on 
democratic reasoning allowing for moral judgements in line with general community standards 
and values. A community consensus approach to defining moral standards reflects the process 
described in the New South Wales Board of Studies Advice to Schools Regarding Content 
(Office Board of Studies, 2005) and is inclusive of a wide range of ideological and theological 
perspectives. The Board of Studies’ advice implies that a philosophical or theological position 
on standards of censorship for HSC performances is a matter for each school community to 
decide for itself. This position leads to the key and critical question for this investigation: how 
should a school community decide and define its basis, standards and process for censorship of 
senior high school curriculum.  
Nimon identifies that ‘the wider community expects us (teachers) to act within a framework of 
community standards … the challenge, of course, is to determine what community values are 
and how specific titles we are considering selecting for library or classroom reflect those values’ 
(2005a, p. 25). A philosophical position is also relevant when it comes to investigating this 
question of what precisely do we mean in our learning community by ‘appropriateness’ and 
‘common values’ (Office Board of Studies, 2005). There seems to be broad general agreement 
of the areas of common controversial content in school texts. The list includes: sex, violence, 
language, suicide, sexuality, blasphemy, the occult, discrimination and political views 
(Blaxland, 2000a; Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013, p. 29; Credaro, 2001; French, 2003; Reichman, 
2001). 
French (2003) suggests even though there is broad agreement regarding what the areas of 
concern are, there is great diversity about what constitutes inappropriateness within any of these 
areas. Jenkinson (1994) found that the norm for values and standards within a community 
fluctuates widely over time. Jenkinson’s ten-year study on challenges to school texts between 
1982 and 1993 found that profanity was the most popular reason for challenges, and in the later 
survey profanity had moved into fifth place and witchcraft had moved into first place. Schrader 
(1996) also concludes that the time frame by which these standards and values shift can be quite 
rapid as he observes that ‘some issues may take years to catch the public eye, while others 
might arise overnight’ (Schrader, 1996, p. 77). Blaxland observes that some content and 
‘material used to be acceptable but is now considered racist or sexist’ (2000a, p. 13). Blaxland 
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suggests that any process devised for managing text selection should be responsive and 
reflexive to current contexts. Current events, emerging information and communication 
technology, and the media probably play a significant role in shifting and shaping community 
sentiment (Enright, 1997; Narayanaswamy & Weaver, 2013; Nimon, 2005b). 
One Australian body that works on understanding and interpreting community values and 
standards for text censorship is the national Office of Film and Literature Classification 
(OFLC). This Australian federal government body is responsible for the classification of films, 
videos, publications and computer games according to criteria set out in the National 
Classification Code. This body is the most organised and substantial censorship body in 
Australia. It has a substantial influence on society and education. Its criteria and standards are 
referenced by the BOS advice to schools regarding content (2005). It sets out the principles to 
be followed in classification decisions and the general criteria for the various classification 
categories. The BOS, schools and the participants of this study frequently refer to these age-
appropriate classifications so it is appropriate that they are clearly defined here: 
a) General (G) material considered suitable for all ages. 
b) Parental Guidance (PG) parental guidance is suitable for children over the age of 12. 
c) Mature (M) material considered not suitable for children up to 15 years of age. 
d) Mature Accompanied (MA 15+) not suitable for persons under 15 with material that 
may contain strong content. Children under 15 must be accompanied by an adult to view 
this material. 
e) Restricted (R18+) material restricted to adults and may contain material that is of high 
impact including graphic sex scenes and drug use. 
f) (X18+) material legally restricted to adults that contains actual sexual intercourse and 
other sexual activity. 
g) Refused Classification (RC) material that has been banned. 
The need for the ‘general criteria’ to be dynamic, responsive and reflexive to changing 
community standards and values was recognised in December 1996 with the establishment of 
‘Community Assessment Panels to ensure that classification decisions reflected community 
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standards. The scheme involves three Panels, each of around twenty people of varying age and 
background, who view and classify a selection of films that have already been classified by the 
OFLC’ (2014, retrieved from http://www.aph.gov.au/library/intguide/sp/censorship_ebrief.htm). 
These panels draw from a broad representation of the community they represent. The panels’ 
dialogue and decisions then inform the OFLC’s revision of general criteria and how the 
censorship board interprets them. This framework and review process also recognises the 
changing role of parents in controlling and influencing the access to material of their children as 
they develop towards adulthood by moving the agency of the decision from the parent towards 
the young person as they mature through the G to R rating scheme with its chronological 
divisions. 
The OFLC’s framework and review process for informing standards of access to contentious 
material can be seen to be consistent with three philosophical principles discussed previously 
that inform thinking on this issue. These three philosophical principles are: 
1. The Mills’ ‘do no harm’ principle (Winch & Gingell, 1999) 
2. The Lockean view of the child with agency to access contentious material being 
progressively moved from the parent to the child as they approach adulthood (Winch, 
2004) 
3. The principle that community values and standards are dynamic and so censorship 
standards need to be aware of and responsive to shifting community standards (Schrader, 
1996).  
The prevalent issue of fear generated by hegemonic power and the proliferation of covert 
censorship that it produces remains a major theme to be addressed (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 
2013; Denzin, 2013; Sloan, 2012; Thompson, 2012; Whelan, 2009). This chilling effect is the 
focus of the next section of this chapter. 
Self-censorship and fear 
‘The danger is de facto censorship, where controversial topics or books are just not selected or 
are removed. A typical response is, “If someone feels a book is unsuitable it may be quietly 
removed without any other discussion”’ (Blaxland, 2000c, p. 21). A common theme is the issue 
and ‘danger’ of self-censorship (Berkley, 1993; Blaxland, 2000c; Bunn, 2015; Cossett-Lent & 
9 
 
Pipkin, 2013; French, 2003; Gatewood, 2002; Hoch, 1981; Maher, 1986; Moody, 2005; Polya, 
2004; Sloan, 2012; Thompson, 2012; Whelan, 2009; Williams & Dillon, 1993). ‘The most 
insidious form of censorship is self-censorship … even librarians who consciously do not agree 
with censorship … may in fact censor subconsciously, or even consciously when potential 
personal threats are perceived’ (Moody, 2005, p. 4). Moody and Bunn (2015) argue that this 
type of censorship is ‘insidious’ and that the ubiquitous and silent nature of this type of 
censorship is of considerable concern. Moody sees these ‘personal threats’ stemming from a 
perception by teachers of possible conflict with the wider school community and school 
management.  
Moody (2005) draws parallels with America where conservative Christian political pressure on 
schools, is compared to Australian conservative Christian lobby groups endorsing censorship in 
schools. Credaro confirms that this pressure does create a climate of fear in some school 
communities. ‘Australian survey results suggest that this climate of fear is greater in secondary 
Church affiliated schools’ (2001, p. 7). Other studies also suggest self-censorship is largely 
motivated from fear of criticism or controversy (Denzin, 2013; Kallio, 2014; Lent & Pipkin, 
2013; Morton, 1997; Schrader, 1996; Sloan, 2012; Whelan, 2009). Williams and Dillon (1992, 
p. 25) found most censorship is motivated from fear, as did Schrader (1996, p. 71). In an 
equivalent study in the USA, Roberts in Morton (1997, p. 1) found fear of criticism or 
controversy was more prevalent where no formal censorship policy existed. Jenkins (2010) 
observes that problems tend to arise in situations when challenges are dealt with in an ad hoc 
manner where formal procedures or polices are not in place. 
Self-censorship by Australian teachers and librarians due to fear of criticism is identified by 
Nimon (2005a) and Lawrinson (2004) as the most prevalent source of censorship of texts in 
Australian schools. Lawrinson argues that this is ‘because some of it contains issues or language 
that adults find disturbing and they fear they will be criticised by parents and other teachers’ 
(2004, p. 6). Nimon supports this finding claiming, ‘Librarians’ fear that they will be criticised 
by other adults is not unfounded. Those who are worried that fear may cause librarians to censor 
rather than select may give thought to how they may support librarians who are challenged 
publicly over items held in their collections’ (2005b, p. 11). This finding is substantiated in 
international studies (Denzin, 2013; Kallio, 2014; Whelan, 2009). 
Self-censorship is a major issue for teacher-librarians as Williams and Dillon claim that ‘We 
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can only guess at the extent of self-censorship in Australian school libraries but our findings 
suggest that it is significant’ (Williams & Dillon, 1993, p. 13). French also identifies self-
censorship in schools as a significant problem citing a number of respondents to the Williams 
and Dillon study, who indicated ‘that censorship was not a problem in their library because they 
made a conscious decision not to purchase any controversial or “problem resources”’ (French, 
2003, p. 25). The irony here is self-evident. However, French argues that evidence of self-
censorship ‘while acknowledged as being widespread, remains unmeasured and anecdotal’ 
(French, 2003, p. 25). 
The reasons for self-censorship are philosophically complex (Bunn, 2015) and awash with 
practical problems because of its generally undeclared nature. For many teachers self-
censorship is a convenient way to deal with problematic texts and to avoid the focus of 
undesirable public attention that can receive sensationalist media treatment. The pressure to 
self-censor can equally come from within a school. The 1993 Dillon and Williams’ survey of 
Australian school libraries found 43.8% of all challenges of texts came from staff within the 
school. ‘In such cases schools submit to censorship pressure without any incident being 
recorded, and perceived future challenges are being avoided by pre-emptively removing 
problem resources, or by failing to acquire them’ (French, 2003, p. 25). Blaxland cites one of 
the respondents in her research ‘“Many teachers are scared now of legal implication of what 
they do … people cover themselves but half the time when you’re covering yourself you’re not 
doing the right thing by the kids”’ (2000a, p. 13). This phenomenon has become known as ‘the 
chilling effect’. Cossett-Lent and Pipkin (2013) recognise the chilling effect as a significant 
censorship problem in schools.  ‘This form of censorship can be especially dangerous because 
teachers, fearful of censorship, try to predict what may be challenged and keep only the safest 
books … Students, as always, are the losers in this situation’ (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013, p. 
25-26). Bunn claims ‘the absence of State censorship simply means that discourse is controlled 
all the more effectively and insidiously by structures and institutions reinforcing habitus, 
discourse, or ideology’ (Bunn, 2015, p. 63). This covert control of the discourse goes largely 
unreported and often unrecognised. The control of the censorship discourse in western society 
has moved from overt hegemonic political pressure to more effective hegemonic sociological 
pressure. 
A respondent in Blaxland’s (2000a) study identifies a correlation between the degree of fear 
experienced by teachers and the degree of backing that is given by the principal of the school. 
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The respondent in this study concludes that if a teacher feels supported by the principal they are 
much more likely to take a risk on a text that they assess is in the best educational interests of 
the students. Moody (2005) and French (2003) suggest that self-censorship is the most under-
reported and most widespread mode of censorship in Australian schools, particularly secondary 
religious schools. As such, it is reasonable to hypothesise that a similar dynamic is present in 
the area of HSC Drama censorship in New South Wales religious schools. 
In summary fear for personal and professional standing within the school community is a 
consistent reported theme in the literature here surveyed. An ad hoc process for dealing with 
controversial texts spawns an environment of fear, where unreported self-censorship can 
flourish. 
The next section of this chapter explores censorship frameworks relevant to policies and 
procedures in schools designed to assist with the selection and censorship of texts and 
performances. 
Conceptual frameworks and review procedures 
Conceptual frameworks and review procedures for managing censorship of HSC Drama 
performance is not currently addressed in any published study. However, there are some 
suggested conceptual frameworks and review procedures for managing general censorship 
issues in schools and one that specifically considers school drama performance from the 
overseas literature. Two are discussed below as an example of the ‘protectionist’ and ‘exposure’ 
paradigm to censorship in schools as mentioned earlier in this chapter. 
Firstly, I will contextualise these conceptual frameworks and review procedures by reflecting on 
the current relevant philosophical discourse surrounding issues of school education censorship. 
There are two key philosophical ideas regarding censorship of school curriculum that are 
closely inter-related. I deal with them concurrently in the discussion that follows to allow the 
complexity of their covalence to be considered. The first of these ideas is the question of how 
we think about and conduct censorship in schools - a question of framework and process. The 
second idea focuses on who should have the authority to decide the values and standards that 
are to be applied in censorship decisions - a question of power and hegemony. 
12 
 
Much censorship is a moral decision at its heart motivated by the desire to avoid harm to 
children (Denzin, 2013; Ireland, 2000; Thompson, 2012; Williams & Dillon, 1994). It can also 
be politically motivated by a desire to maintain, gain or extend power and influence. Control of 
the curriculum can be put to this service of promoting or suppressing ideas (Bunn, 2015; Duhs, 
1979; Feinberg, 2014; Kallio, 2014; Low, 2013; McLaren, 1995; Smith & Knight, 1978).  
Winston sees drama both in the theatre and in the classroom as a means of ‘moral induction’ 
and ‘moral instruction’ (Winston, 1999, p. 459). Winston (1999) and Edmiston (2000) argue 
that drama education plays a special role in society as a significant tool in moral formation. In 
their view schools are now the key institutions responsible for moral education with the decline 
of participation in organised religion. 
Winston’s (1999) theoretical framework for moral development through drama can be 
summarised as: moral principles are learnt and developed through experiential rehearsal, role-
play and reflection in drama. Winston posits that drama allows the actor (or perpetrator) to take 
multiple perspectives or roles. It also allows the re-actor  (or victim) to imagine the impact of 
actions and how these would be felt from multiple perspectives. Through this empathic 
experience and practice of virtues, students are led to personal aspiration to be virtuous as 
modelled in narratives. Winston argues in his theoretical framework for moral development that 
students through drama ‘express, explore and develop complex moral understandings’ 
(Winston, 1999, p. 64). 
Edmiston revises Winston’s theoretical framework. In contrast to Winston’s neo-Aristotelian 
view Edmiston takes a Bakhtinian view that is ‘highly critical of a Kantian quest for abstract 
moral principles to be applied universally’ (Edmiston, 2000, p. 66). In Edmiston’s theoretical 
framework what it means to be ethical is not set by an abstract agency but can evolve through 
the community context in which moral actions occur and are defined. Morals are therefore seen 
as a social exploration and construct born from the dialogue between people and texts. Edmiston 
argues that discourse, dialogue, self in relation and position to others are the elements that shape 
morality. The table below outlines these contrasting theoretical positions.  
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Table 1.1 - Neo-Aristotelian (Winston) vs Bakhtinian (Edmiston) theories of ethics2 
Neo-Aristotelian	(Winston) Bakhtinian	(Edmiston) Atomistic	view	of	self (Separate	to	others) Not	a	personal	journey	but	a	social	exploration Self Self	in	relation	to	others Practice	of	virtues Answerability Narrative Discourse Dichotomise Dialogise Role Position 
Leads to personal aspiration to be virtuous as 
defined by an objective universal 
understanding of ethical behaviours 
Leads to evolving ethics that are subjective 
and dynamic 
 
Edmiston’s theoretical view suggests a world where moral and ethical values are made in the 
context of discourse and experience. Winston’s theoretical view suggests a more Kantian and 
Aristotelian view where ethics and morals are abstract and universal.  
Despite their philosophical differences, Edmiston and Winston agree that drama is an active 
agent for exploring and experiencing the ‘other’. In this way, it becomes a powerful educative 
instrument for social, moral awareness and dissemination of values and beliefs. As such school 
curriculum, including the drama curriculum, can be seen ‘as vigorous mechanisms for the 
reproduction of dominant … values of the dominant socio-political order’ (McLaren, 1995, p. 
229). 
As discussed fully in the next section of this chapter, there is a long history in Australia of 
conservative Christian lobbyists influencing legislative curriculum censorship. Low (2013) 
argues that currently in Australia a neo-liberal hegemony has aligned with the Neo-Calvinist 
Christian school movement to create conditions for the remarkable growth in these schools with 
great influence on the national agenda. The recent review of the Australian Curriculum by 
Professor Ken Wiltshire and Dr Kevin Donnelly, commissioned by the Australian Federal 
Minister for Education Christopher Pyne (https://ministers.education.gov.au/pyne/better-
national-curriculum-all-australian-students, retrieved 27 August 2015), has been seen by some 
commentators and critics as another example of hegemonic assertion into school curriculum by 
neo-liberalism (Topsfield, 2014). Topsfield (2014) cites that over 170 Australian educators and 
eminent academics signed an open letter of protest to Education Minister Christopher Pyne 
                                                
2 This table is adapted from Edmiston, 2000, p.65 
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regarding their concerns in this regard. 
Kallio argues that ‘navigating the various discourses and ideologies in the school, teachers may 
be seen to work within a school censorship frame’ (Kallio, 2014, p. 3). This idea of the school 
censorship frame is a useful way to think about the operation of censorship in schools and 
illustrates the complex interplay between these two covalent ideas of how censorship occurs in 
schools and who controls it. Kallio describes a set of influences rising like coalescing bubbles of 
relative size and dominance bursting into one another in complex relationships. Each bubble 
represents the narrative of a particular stakeholder in the school community (see Figure 1.1). 
Through this complex interplay of discourses and narratives ‘decisions teachers make in 
including or excluding … almost immediately dissolve and disappear, requiring teachers to 
“begin again” (Greene, 1995) with each situation. Big and small stories are always lived, 
present and if not equal, interrelated, and in “reflexive interplay” (Chase, 2011, p. 422)’ (Kallio, 
2014, pp. 4-5). 
Figure 1.1 Big and small stories of the school censorship frame identified by teachers 3 
 
                                                
3 This diagram in Figure 1.1 is from Kallio, 2014, p. 5 
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Kallio argues that selection of who participates and controls this discourse should be considered 
in the development of a censorship frame. Without a considered conceptual censorship 
framework self-censorship in schools is widespread as teachers in a context of fear simply avoid 
any texts that may attract controversy (Kallio, 2014; Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Morton, 1997; 
Schrader, 1996; Sloan, 2012; Whelan, 2009). 
The policy adopted by school library associations (ALIA) is rather direct on this issue. In its 
‘Statement on Professional Ethics’ it directs, 
Librarians ... should not exercise censorship in the selection; use or 
access to material by rejecting on moral, political, gender, sexual 
preference, racial or religious grounds alone – material which is 
otherwise relevant to the purpose of the library and meets the standards 
which are appropriate to the library concerned. Material must not be 
rejected on the grounds that its content is controversial or likely to offend 
some sections of the library's community (Credaro, 2001, p. 5). 
ALIA’s official position is to encourage engagement with, not censorship of, controversial 
material in school library collections. With this in mind, Nimon (2005b) suggests a censorship 
approach for library text selection in schools. She suggests we should be as inclusive as possible 
with a clear publicly available professional policy approved by the school, which utilises a 
committee to rule on controversial titles (2005b). What these policies should contain is not 
discussed but it is implied that each school community should devise its own, to suit its 
particular context. One method that is employed in a number of school libraries according to 
Nimon (2005b) is a classification system where controversial titles are labelled and often 
shelved separately with parent consent required to access certain titles. The censorship process 
described here is a system of democratic consensus within the education community of the 
school with levels of access determined by criteria such as age-appropriateness and other 
relevant factors determined by the school community. 
On Kallio’s (2014) question of who should participate in and control the censorship discourse in 
schools, Blaxland (2000c, p. 21) suggests any policy created by a school to deal with 
controversial texts should respect the rights of parents to deny their child access but should also 
allow access to texts for other students. Blaxland encourages dialogue with parents in the 
process of defending the school’s library collection. The majority of librarians quoted in 
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Blaxland’s study, view what students wish to read as being of primary importance in the 
decision-making process. Blaxland (2000c) encourages the inclusion of both parent and student 
voice in the determination of text suitability, privileging parental rights over the school’s and 
State’s right to determine curriculum, and over the rights of students to access potentially 
controversial texts. 
Conversely Credaro (2001) argues against this idea of parent-controlled censorship in schools. 
She observes ‘access to controversial material … is supported by numerous documents, both 
beyond and within the education system … Our professional associations provide not only 
consent for, but mandatory obligations to, allow access to controversial material’ (2001, p. 5). 
Credaro’s argument for an ‘exposure’ position highlights the tension of this issue. Censorship 
bodies and professional associations advocate that there is a professional obligation to allow 
students to access ‘controversial material’. In direct opposition neo-liberal hegemonic political 
forces legislate to control and deny access to material that does not promote values and ideas 
that align with their views. Teachers in managing this delicate balance in the classroom are 
caught in the crossfire and are rightfully frightened of being shot (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; 
Denzin, 2013). The tacit question ignored in the debate but central to it is: as students reach 
adulthood in the senior years of high school, when do their rights to access potentially 
controversial material, outweigh parents’ or the State’s desire to deny it? 
In summary, neither Credaro nor Blaxland present a theoretical basis for a school censorship 
process. However, both their views align with Edmiston’s (2000) theoretical framework where 
standards and values are socially constructed through discourse. Jenkinson’s (1994) study, cited 
earlier in this chapter, demonstrates the dynamic nature of standards and values and reinforces 
Edmiston’s Bakhtinian philosophical view of socially constructed values and standards. The 
censorship discourse between Kallio’s (2014) identified censorship stakeholders in schools 
resonates with a Lockean view of the child (Winch, 2004), with permission to access potentially 
controversial material gradually increasing as students mature. 
Having examined some of the philosophical and ideological debates that surround the issue of 
school censorship, two censorship procedures designed for schools are outlined below as 
examples of the ‘protectionist’ approach and the ‘exposure’ approach to school censorship. The 
first is Australian and is designed for the Christian School context. It focuses on the censoring 
of texts for reading and study in the classroom. The second is American and addresses drama 
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performance censorship in schools. 
Ireland’s (2000) ‘protectionist’ censorship framework and review procedure for censoring texts 
in Christian schools recommends a panel of five, including two parents from the class affected, 
makes all censorship determinations. The criteria for the panel to consider are: 
a) Literary merit 
b) Imaginative power 
c) Universality 
d) Substantiveness 
e) Truth 
f) Integrity and coherence 
g) Contribution to a balanced course 
h) Representativeness of genre or period or style 
i) Originality  
j) Fairness in dealing with a complex issue 
k) Accessibility  
l) Undue reader manipulation, sensationalism, deceitfulness, gratuitous offensiveness or 
gimmickry 
m) Author’s overt and covert attitude to church, clergy, parents, Christian marriage 
n) Role models in the text consistent with Christian values 
o) Themes where hope for redemption is possible 
p) Consider what age is age-appropriate 
q) The suitability of this text for this class 
This censorship process is aligned with a Kantian theoretical view of ethics outlined in 
Winston’s (1999) framework. This censorship process assumes an abstract unchanging ethical 
grounding to be universally applied. Ireland (2000) references Scripture (Philippians 6:8) for 
this universal moral grounding. The problem for each of these apparently straightforward 
criteria listed above in her framework is that of defining and agreeing on what each criteria 
means. For example what is ‘a balanced course’? The solution in this censorship framework is 
the panel of five together make a determination. It is a determination by discourse bound by 
hermeneutical interpretation of scriptural precepts and principles.  
A flaw in this process is that discussion and debate may not resolve these moral questions or at 
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least not consistently. One panel of five’s hermeneutical determination may be considerably 
different to another’s. In this way the process presents a theoretical contradiction that 
underscores Edmiston’s (2000) disagreement with Winston’s (1999) theoretical framework as 
discussed earlier in this chapter (see Table 1). 
Practically the logistical administrative hurdles in applying such a framework and process might 
make its real-life utility limited in the context of a large and busy high school. However, in a 
small school context this censorship process may well be possible to apply. 
Outside the Australian context the American Alliance for Theatre and Education (1993, p. A4) 
produced a set of procedures for schools and theatre educators to utilise when facing public and 
parental challenges to drama performances. It is an example of ‘exposure’ position censorship 
framework. The review procedure for censoring performances in schools proposes the following 
five steps when dealing with a challenged text or performance: 
1) A complaint should be directed to the appropriate person, who should 
acknowledge the challenge 
2) If the person is not satisfied at this point, a discussion may be requested 
with a third party present 
3) If the issue remains unresolved, a meeting with the administration may be 
scheduled with concerned parties 
4) If it still is an issue, the patron submits the form (following) to the 
appropriate parties 
5) The next step is to request a formal hearing. 
The process is designed from a defensive footing to respond to challenges once the curriculum 
has been delivered. It is not a mechanism for a proactive process for determining curriculum. 
Philosophically, it assumes the autonomy of the school’s jurisdiction over curriculum. This 
censorship framework and procedure lacks clarity regarding how standards and values are 
determined. This framework has neither a neo-Aristotelian (Winston, 1999) nor a Bakhtinian 
(Edmiston, 2000) basis. It is not resolved whether the values and standards to be applied are 
determined by discourse and exploration, or some axiomatic abstract universal moral principles. 
In contrast to Ireland’s (2000) framework power remains with the school and input from parents 
and others outside the school is consultative rather than directive. However, both frameworks 
and processes include the principle of discourse as an approach to (hopefully) discover 
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consensus. 
These frameworks reflect two contrasting philosophical paradigms for the responsibility and 
rights of education provision. Ireland’s (2000) criteria are derivative of a conceptual framework 
that utilises a theological basis and from this basis ascribes the right of the parent to determine 
curriculum in the education of their child. This philosophical premise sees parents and not 
schools as the final arbiters on matters of censorship. Conversely The American Alliance for 
Theatre and Education censorship process (Boccardi, 1993) is designed on the philosophical 
premise that it is the right and responsibility of schools and States to determine curriculum but 
that parents and community stakeholders have the right to question and expect review, due 
process and fair and reasonable outcomes when they believe a text should be censored.  
Both approaches resolve Kallio’s questions for a censorship frame for schools of who should 
participate and who should control the discourse but do so from entirely different ideological 
and philosophical bases. Ireland addresses the question of age-appropriateness, though this is 
not a factor considered in the American Alliance approach.  
These two conceptual frameworks and review processes are typical examples of the ‘protection’ 
and ‘exposure’ proponents of school censorship. Both examples have considerable inadequacies 
in their theoretical robustness and their operational utility. 
To conclude this chapter relevant themes and perspectives from the Australian context will be 
summarised. 
A brief history of censorship in Australian schools 
A brief history of censorship in Australian schools to typify dynamics and themes follows. This 
concise history provides context and insight to background the development of school 
censorship thinking in Australia to date. It also provides some of the philosophical and political 
paradigms that have traditionally undergirded approaches to censorship in Australian schools 
focusing on the debates that have surrounded the selection of dramatic texts for study in New 
South Wales. In Australia, as elsewhere, there is a history of conservative groups, successfully 
censoring curriculum through influencing legislation at a State level (Enright, 1997; Leahy, 
1998; Power, 1979; Smith & Knight, 1978).  
Issues surrounding what children should be permitted to read and study have been with us since 
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the early nineteenth century. They were especially present as church schools were replaced by 
national and then public schools (Musgrave, 1995). Controversies broke out from time to time 
with evidence of potent political issues of the day directly influencing what knowledge and 
views students were permitted to access through State legislation often championed by right 
wing conservative Christian lobbyists (Leahy, 1998; Power, 1979; Smith & Knight, 1978). 
Early legislative school material censorship was motivated by the political concerns of the day. 
Sectarian concerns over the overly Catholic nature of texts approved for study formed much of 
the focus during this period. Musgrave (1995) summarises a timeline of hegemonic action taken 
in the early period of Australian educational history: 
a) 1872 Act was passed to remove all religious reference in all school texts 
b) 1892 this act was repealed   
c) 1903 Director of Education created a list of approved books for teachers, for their 
"protection and guidance ... recommendations will be made in a liberal spirit." 
(Education Gazette 1903) 
d) 1906 Victorian Constitution Act (1906) prohibited teachers 'directly or indirectly in any 
way to take part in the political affairs of the State of Victoria' 4 
e) Sectarian issues between Catholic and Protestant views dominated the early part of 
twentieth century 
f) April 1911 Victorian State Government Education Sub-Committee "found that there was 
no official policy on censoring books though the State Government Director of 
Education published notices to head teachers in the Gazette about unsuitable books." 
(Musgrave, 1995, p. 23) 
g) Early 20th century varied views in favour of and against censorship of school library 
collections and approved texts expressed.  
The texts specified in the 1872 Education Act were those which had already been in general use 
for some time: the Irish National Board reading books. Ecumenical in concept, these books 
remained unchallenged during the intense sectarian arguments concerning denominational 
schools and the place of religious instruction in the curriculum that dominated educational 
thinking of the period. However, the reading texts that replaced the Irish books in the late 1870s 
                                                
4 In Australia the Victorian State government was the seat of national government for the early part of the nation’s 
history after federation in 1901. 
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were subjected to a series of much-disputed alterations and deletions of content under the 
application of the secular provision of the 1872 Act, with the aim of eliminating all religious 
references in the books. Sectarian tensions flared again during the period 1908 - 1912. ‘This 
resulted from the Education Department's practice of publishing, from time to time, reviews in 
the Education Gazette of books other than the prescribed reading texts that were recommended 
or approved as being suitable for pupils' use as supplementary readers or as reference books for 
the school library. The use of some of these books led to the Department's nominating certain 
books that were not to be read by children in schools’ (Edwards, 2001, p. 1). 
Musgrave’s conclusion is that ‘in the common-sense use of this term there was no censorship of 
Victorian school books in the years here surveyed’ (Musgrave, 1995, p. 26). However, by the 
Victorian State Government’s own admission a climate of influence that would have had an 
effect on the texts considered for use by teachers was created by the government of the day, 
with specific texts being listed as “unsuitable” or “approved” in Departmental memos. Most 
notable of this survey and relevant to this study is the uncertain relationship government 
legislation has with religious curriculum priorities in schools. This influence can be seen as a 
form of the more ‘insidious’ censorship as identified by Bunn (2015). 
There is no clear delineation between church and State and this seems to be a reoccurring theme 
that influences curriculum censorship in Australia. Smith and Knight in their study of the 
MACOS affair, where an entire curriculum was outlawed, warned as early as 1978 of the 
political influence of a fundamentalist worldview, where organised lobby groups effect 
legislation and censorship in the curriculum of Australian schools (Smith & Knight, 1978). 
Man: A Course of Study (MACOS) was a primary school social studies course developed in the 
United States and distributed commercially. The curriculum was developed through 
consultation with eminent scholars including Wahsburn, de Vore, Tinbergen, Lorenz, Levi-
Strauss and Balikei (Dow, 1975). The course was an enquiry based curriculum. Bruner, the 
courses author, favoured ‘diversity and openness, not trying to shape minds to one pattern, but 
to make it possible for a growing mind to develop according to its own interests and values and 
to make it possible for people to find their own ways of contributing to the society. That, it 
seems to me, is the essence of democratic education’ (Dow, 1975, p. 396).  
This liberal approach to curriculum was attacked vehemently by activist groups in the United 
States and John Conlan a Republican from Arizona. Conlan claimed that this liberal approach to 
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curriculum was designed to turn ‘children against their parents … and to reject the values, 
beliefs, religions and national loyalties of their parents’ (Dow, 1975). Federal funding of the 
MACOS curriculum was cut.  
In Australia in July 1977, Mrs Mel Gabler an activist from the American campaign against 
MACOS visited Australia and spoke with a number of conservative groups including the 
Conservative Club, the Committee Against Regressive Education and the Festival of Light 
(Smith and Knight, 1978). During her visit the MACOS issue was given much media coverage 
in the press, on talk-back radio and television (Dow, 1975). The outcome was that in January 
1978 the Queensland government legislated to ban the MACOS curriculum from schools. 
Smith and Knight (1978) included a content analysis of fundamentalist wrtings and MACOS 
materials and found that they were diametrically opposed. The authors argue a connection 
between knowledge and the use of power by the political elite. Their findings are that 
fundamentalism is a threat to educational liberty and pluralism, and their findings are supported 
by other researchers in this field (Power, 1979). Duhs, who also investigated the banning of 
MACOS curriculum and later SEMP curriculum in Queensland, argues that this hegemony 
comes from a ‘presumed supremacy of faith and instinct over reason’ (Duhs, 1979, p. 270) and 
an ‘inclination to unreasoned dogmatism’ (Duhs, 1979, p. 270). Smith and Knight (1978) 
conclude ‘But of prime sociological importance was the emergence of an organised network of 
fundamentalist activists whose numbers are few but who are brilliantly successful in their 
political lobbying’ (Smith and Knight, 1978, p. 226). 
These warnings seemed to go unheeded. From 1970 onwards, high school teacher librarians in 
Queensland had to deal with the existence of a highly vocal and extremely active fundamentalist 
Christian schoolbook protest movement, the main target of which was the contemporary 
children's and adolescent fiction content of school libraries. Between 1977 and 1987 Green 
identifies a three-pronged synergistic influence on school library text selection between 
Reviewpoint, the official reviewing journal of the Queensland Department of Education, the 
'restrictive moral climate' fanned by ‘fundamentalist Christian lobbyists’ and thirdly high school 
teacher librarian’s practice of self-censorship (Green, 1990). 
There has been some documentation of efforts to promote censorship of school libraries and 
curricula more recently in Victoria. Leahy (1998) notes the practice of religious groups not only 
lobbying for the protection of their own rights in religious schools, but also working to achieve 
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power over what all students are allowed to access at public high schools. Leahy observes that 
the religious right has been quite successful in achieving power over what students are able to 
access and parental rights are generally invoked as the grounds for this censorship (Leahy, 
1998). 
Hewton, (2003) arguing from a New South Wales perspective, sees this kind of ministerial 
‘reactive ruling’ as an example of the silencing of rational debate. He identifies other similar 
examples in New South Wales all characterised by reactive policy made in a climate of fear and 
suppression often initiated by fundamentalist minority views and fuelled by media hype. He 
asserts that there is ‘a new wave of puritanism that could substantially restrict what we do in our 
English lessons’ (2003, p. 7). His main concern is that there is a lack of a ‘conceptual 
framework’ for enabling and promoting professional dialogue and critical thinking in this 
‘tricky area … The discussion of the general issue – that of how we steer a course as English 
teachers through the shifting sands of public moral opinion when it comes to our literature – is 
notably, and perhaps dangerously, absent at the present time’ (2003, p. 8). 
Hewton argues that the separation of church and State has never been completely resolved 
politically in Australia (2003, p. 9). This contention is often debated in the public and in the 
media about tax exemption and federal funding provided to religious schools and in relation to 
curriculum. Another example of this is the current debate in New South Wales State schools 
over the issue of ethics classes being offered as an alternative to scripture classes. Simon 
Longstaff from the St James Institute of Ethics in a public debate on ABC television’s Big Ideas 
broadcast in 2010 (www.abc.net.au/tv/bigideas/stories/2010/11/30/3079537.htm retrieved 19 
February 2013) publically promoted this debate. The former Anglican Archbishop of Sydney Dr 
Peter Jensen contested this view (http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/scripture-classes-lose-half-of-
students-to-ethics-say-anglicans-20100507-ujou.html retrieved 19 February 2013). 
The unresolved position of political separation between church and State has caused ideological 
confusion when debating and determining appropriate educational legislation and funding of 
government and non-government schools. So the question central to much of the literature 
surveyed (Leahy, 1998; Hewton, 2003; Green, 1990; Duhs, 1979; Smith and Knight, 1978; 
Bunn, 2015; Dow, 1975) is: to what extent is it valid and appropriate to argue for legislative 
change from a religious perspective, when many of those affected by the legislation do not hold 
that view. The question of separation between church and State is not often addressed and 
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frequently only tacitly acknowledged in the analysis and discussions in the Australian literature. 
This ideological confusion is less prevalent in religious schools that share a common ideological 
basis. 
Since much of the history of school curriculum censorship in Australia has been motivated by 
and viewed through a theological frame, the scope in this present study is limited to censorship 
in religious schools, so as to exclude factors unconnected to this context. Further the theological 
issues vary considerably overtime from the early concerns of sectarianism to later concerns of 
humanism and creationism as reflected in the MACOS and SEMP curriculum debates. 
However, a common theme across the story of school censorship in Australia is the hegemony 
of conservative political lobbyists imposing their views upon the populace through the 
censoring of school curriculum. 
Not all censorship is motivated or viewed through a theological frame. However, the line 
between ideology and theology can be very fine as can be seen in more recent censorship of 
school curriculum in New South Wales. The next section explores this most recent chapter in 
the story of school censorship in this State. 
Contemporary school curriculum censorship in New South Wales 
On 22 July, 1997, the Australian playwright and director Nick Enright was invited to speak on 
the topic ‘What should our children read?’ to the Sydney Institute in the context of a public 
debate from February to April 1997, over the censoring of drama texts prescribed for study for 
the Higher School Certificate (HSC) examination in New South Wales. The process for the 
selection of texts had been by a three-tiered process, beginning with a Board of Studies (BOS) 
appointed committee of teachers and academics making initial selections and then passing the 
list to a wider reference group and then thirdly to the Board itself. This system had been put in 
place in 1980 by the then Liberal Education Minister. The conservative right wing religious 
members of the New South Wales parliament upper house including the Rev Fred and Mrs 
Elaine Nile, regarded most texts selected by the BOS as ‘obscene, anti-religious, sexual, 
shocking, depressing or undermining parental authority’ (Enright, 1997, p. 2). Mrs Nile, who 
had been on the reference group since its inception, made a routine5 press release in 1991 on her 
objections to the texts on the HSC lists, which subsequently played out on Sydney talkback 
                                                
5 Mrs Elaine Nile produced regular media releases criticizing the BOS HSC course prescriptions lists. 
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radio. The ALP New South Wales State Minister for Education John Aquilina responded to the 
media focusing his comments on the play Top Girls (Churchill, 1982). His comment ‘I wouldn't 
want my daughter to read it’ was an often quoted sound bite in the media in the following days, 
including the popular Sydney tabloid newspaper The Telegraph who quoted Aquilina in a story 
with the headline: ‘Putrid Play for School Study’. Alan Jones, at the time Sydney’s most highly 
rated radio talkback host, and the New South Wales Education Minister John Aquilina furthered 
the controversy the next day on Jones’s breakfast radio show. Aquilina announced the creation 
of a fourth review panel to be established. Dame Leonie Kramer chaired the panel, which also 
included the Director of the Catholic Education Commission of New South Wales and two 
principals of elite church girls’ schools. The result was that this fourth panel banned Top Girls 
(Churchill, 1982) as a text for study for the HSC for all schools. Perhaps somewhat 
embarrassingly Kramer had been a part of the original Board of Studies committee that 
approved the text in 1991. She later admitted that she had not read the play then. Aquilina’s 
intervention is not an isolated incidence of bureaucratic leaders making decisions to avoid 
public criticism (Power, 1979). 
‘It [this censorship] is arguably the work of indefatigable Christian lobbyists’ (Enright, 1997, p. 
3). Enright acknowledges the need for texts to be age-appropriate but he argues that adolescents 
should have access to the world of ideas and opinions and the reality of adolescent experiences, 
which parents and politicians might want to forget or suppress, through the study of great 
literature. As a result of Enright’s address and debate led by HSC students and their teachers, a 
compromise was reached and the minister agreed to reinstate the text as schools had already 
studied it in preparation for the HSC public examinations to be held later that year. The text was 
rotated off the list as part of the normal rotation of texts in 1999. This text was soon after placed 
back on the Board of Studies text prescriptions list for study in the HSC Drama course and 
remained there without challenge or controversy until it was rotated off in line with the normal 
text rotation process. 
The HSC Drama course is a mandatory curriculum set by the NSW Board of Studies for all 
students who wish to study Stage 6 Drama as part of their HSC credentialing6. It involves the 
experiential study of two topics for a final external examination of essay response to each topic; 
an 8-12 minute group devised performance created and performed by students for a final 
                                                
6 Full details of the NSW BOS HSC Drama syllabus can be retrieved from http://www.boardofstudies.nsw.edu.au  
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external examination and thirdly an individual project selected by students from the following 
five options: 
1. Performance monologue (6-8 minutes) 
2. Design (costume, sets or lighting) 
3. Critical analysis (theatre reviews, directorial project or critical research) 
4. Script writing (original short play) 
5. Video (original narrative based short film) 
The individual project is also submitted or performed for a final external examination. 
The rationale and pedagogical imperatives imbedded in the HSC Drama syllabus centre on the 
student as learning artist where students critically analyse, make and perform the works and 
practices of seminal theatre practitioners from overseas and Australia experientially. This 
learning is designed to inform student thinking, praxis and art making. There has been critical 
tension between the intentions of this liberal curriculum for students to be developed as 
informed independent artists, and the ways in which some teachers and Christian schools 
interpret and implement this mandatory curriculum. 
This tension was exemplified in 2005 where there was heated debate in response to an advice 
notice published by the New South Wales Board of Studies (2005) regarding the content of 
HSC Drama performances. This incident highlighted the need for a ‘framework’ to deal with 
‘school and community values’ (Office Board of Studies, 2005). It advises teachers and schools 
to modify and withhold dramatic works for public performance to ‘ensure that work … does not 
cause offence’ (Office Board of Studies, 2005). Pauline Cain, then president of the professional 
body of drama educators, Drama New South Wales, formally responded to the Office of the 
Board of Studies in an open letter on behalf of the members with these pertinent and as yet 
unanswered questions: ‘Who determines what is offensive? Is it always a desirable educational 
outcome to not cause offence? What are the ‘general community values and standards’ that this 
advice to schools refers to and how are they determined and who determines them?’ (2005). 
Cain’s questions illustrate the need for a shared understanding and philosophical basis to assist 
constructive dialogue between the stakeholders of New South Wales secondary school arts 
curriculum. 
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Janet Strickland, former Chief Censor of Australia, does not think material that has the potential 
to offend and shock should be censored. ‘Why is it that we are not allowed to be shocked and 
offended? Where is it written?’ (Credaro, 2001, p. 4). It is argued a healthy democracy requires 
an informed public with free access to all ideas and information, even those ideas that may be 
challenging and unsettling. 
The Office of the Board of Studies has also been engaged in censoring secondary student 
performances in OnStage, the showcase of exemplary HSC Drama performances, as a direct 
outcome of this advice to schools (Montgomery, 2008b). In 2007 three selected works were 
censored from the selected program including a performance depicting an Islamic refugee 
wearing a religious head covering, an Indigenous student performing a piece dealing with the 
issue of Aboriginal deaths in custody and a third student performance portraying the commedia 
del arte character, Arlecchino who in the performance played the comedic lazzi of 
contemplating hanging himself for unrequited love. It appears that these performances were not 
censored on the grounds that they were ‘obscene, graphic or violent’ (Office of Board of 
Studies, 2005) as articulated in the Board’s published advice to schools, but rather due to the 
politically sensitive nature of the content explored within these performances. 
The OnStage selection committee comprising of the Supervisors of Marking and other senior 
markers of the HSC Drama performance examination, did not consider any of these 
performances to be in any way ‘obscene, graphic or violent’ and therefore did not contravene 
the Board’s criteria for inclusion of works. This decision to censor was made without due 
process or reference to the Board of Studies Advice to Schools Regarding Content (2005). This 
censorship appeared to be a ‘knee-jerk’ decision made in a context of fear of possible media 
reaction due to the politically sensitive nature of the ethno-religious content explored within the 
performances. These censorship decisions were made in the wake of sections of the media 
expressing strong and inflammatory views and inciting actions that led to the infamous Cronulla 
riots that occurred in Sydney in December 11, 2005 (Lehman, 2005). This media-fuelled, anti-
Islamic sentiment turned to violence in the streets of Cronulla in an outpouring of ethno-
religious hatred. 
One of the supervisors of marking resigned from the OnStage selection committee in protest 
over this censorship decision. In the wake of this censorship, the drama marking fraternity 
through union action negotiated with the Office of the Board of Studies to put in place a more 
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transparent and less arbitrary protocol for future selection of exemplar performances for the 
OnStage showcase. 
At this time I was the union representative for the Independent Education Union (IEU) for HSC 
Drama markers and was involved directly in discussions with the Managing Director of the 
Office of the Board of Studies in addressing these concerns. The outcome of the negotiations 
between the unions representing the HSC markers and the New South Wales BOS was that the 
process for selection of performances for the OnStage showcase of exemplary HSC Drama 
performances is based on dialogue and consensus between informed stakeholders in OnStage 
including the Supervisor of Marking, the Chief Examiner, the Inspector of Creative Arts, the 
managing director of the Department of Education Arts Unit. The parent representative of the 
Board of Studies chairs this review panel. 
The Advice to Schools from the Board of Studies (Office Board of Studies, 2005) remains the 
basis of Board policy for selection of work for OnStage. It is a significant document with which 
drama teachers and schools in New South Wales are expected to engage. 
With this context of the story of censorship in Australian schools established, including my role 
in this story that both informs and motivates my research, this chapter will conclude with 
summarising relevant themes and identifying gaps that exist in the literature as specifically 
relevant to the questions of this study. 
Limited Research in Australia 
There are no Australian studies of secondary drama education that investigate censorship of 
performance. Most studies relate to overseas experience. References to censorship in schools in 
New South Wales are mostly anecdotal investigations of school library collection censorship. 
Some of the literature is verging on polemic rather than evidence-based inquiry, for example 
Hewton (2003). This body of research can be criticised for the minimal systematic analysis of 
the difficult process teachers and schools employ when confronted with the question of whether 
or not a text should be available to students. 
The most rigorous Australian research in the area of censorship of texts in schools is the work of 
Williams and Dillon (1993) in their study of 145 teacher-librarians from Victoria and New 
South Wales. The study’s findings provide insights into what was happening in many Victorian 
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and New South Wales school libraries in the area of censorship of texts as well as teacher-
librarian views into the factors influencing how decisions were made. However, this study is 
criticised for its methodology (French, 2003). The questionnaire is a tool developed in 1983 in 
the United States and the respondents are not randomised but recruited from two groups, one 
consisting of enrolled Distance Education Graduate Diploma (Teacher-Librarian) students, the 
other teacher-librarians attending an ALIA (Australian Library and Information Association) 
Schools Section Seminar on Collection Development. As such these teacher-librarians may well 
have been better informed of the issues surrounding the problem of censorship. However, 
French (2003) found the findings of this work insightful for her research into self-censorship. 
French (2003) rightly indicates the shortcomings of the study in that there is no follow-up 
interrogation of what respondents meant by these kinds of statements. Williams and Dillon 
(1993) study does not investigate how frequent and significant is this activity of self-censorship 
or what the basis and motivation are for these decisions of censorship. As an example of one of 
the more rigorous studies in this field in this country, it illustrates how the current Australian 
literature lacks rigour and does not address the question underlying the philosophical and 
ideological basis for why censorship occurs in our schools. This understanding is central to 
being able to formulate informed and effective conceptual frameworks for addressing these 
significant concerns. 
As a starting point to discuss and respond to the question of censorship, it is critical to 
understand the motivations and beliefs driving policy and procedures of censorship in our 
schools. We also need an understanding of the forces driving the hidden and covert censorship 
that may be operating less consciously but probably more pervasively and ‘insidiously’ (Bunn, 
2015; French, 2003; Sloan, 2012, p. 184; Whelan, 2009, p. 27; Williams & Dillon, 1993). 
Rigorous and focused research is lacking in Australian studies in the area of censorship 
generally and in senior drama curriculum specifically. What and why this is happening in this 
area, is not known with any clarity. However, the anecdotal evidence both from the available 
literature and from professional experience is that censorship is apparent at all levels. This study 
will begin to address this current gap in the literature and propose a conceptual framework and 
review process to help schools, principals and teachers manage this complex and often 
contentious issue more effectively. 
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Conclusions  
From the literature reviewed the following conclusions relevant to this study can be made: 
Censorship including self-censorship is evident in our schools and leads to less than satisfactory 
educational outcomes (Kallio, 2014; Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Morton, 1997; Schrader, 1996; 
Sloan, 2012; Whelan, 2009). There is evidence of the media and fundamentalist groups 
influencing public policy and legislation in the area of curriculum censorship through hegemony 
(Bunn, 2015; Denzin, 2013; Enright, 1997; Feinberg, 2014; Green, 1990; Hewton, 2003; Leahy, 
1998; Low, 2013; Power, 1979; Smith & Knight, 1978). Censorship in schools presents in overt 
policy and practice employed by governments, school systems and individual schools; and in 
the covert and more problematic practice of self-censorship. A climate of fear, generated by 
perceived and real threats, influences and motivates censorship and self-censorship in schools 
(Kallio, 2014; Lawrinson, 2004; Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Morton, 1997; Nimon, 2005a; Schrader, 
1996; Sloan, 2012; Whelan, 2009; Williams, 1998). 
Fear that promotes censorship and self-censorship is reported to be more acute in church and 
Christian schools (Credaro, 2001; Jenkins, 2010; Leahy, 1998; Moody, 2005). Blaxland quotes 
Judith Hawes, a librarian at St Mary’s Primary School in Broome Western Australia, ‘“We have 
a strict buying policy for books here which comes from the Catholic Education Office … No 
books with heavy swearing, or those supportive of lifestyles against the teachings of the 
Catholic Church such as homosexuality, books which promote abortion etc”’ (Blaxland, 2000b, 
p. 21). Similarly Margery Pillar a librarian at the Sunrise Christian School in Adelaide is quoted 
by Blaxland, ‘“We avoid books that have anything to do with witchcraft … The school has a 
clear policy in line with the Bible that witches are always bad … we avoid books in which a 
witch is seen to be good, even popular books like the Harry Potter series”’ (Blaxland, 2000b, p. 
21). 
Emerging from the literature surveyed is a dichotomy of the philosophical basis for censorship 
in schools. One position held is a ‘protectionist’ view. It is frequently argued on the basis of the 
rights of the parent to determine curriculum and access to ideas and texts for their child. The 
other position is the ‘exposure’ view that is often argued on the basis of the rights of the student 
to access ideas and texts within a State or school determined curriculum. The ‘protectionist’ 
position is mostly supported and argued from a theological perspective where the moral guiding 
principles come from a Christian ideology. The ‘exposure’ position is mostly supported and 
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argued from a liberal humanist ideology. Both views have vocal, passionate and widespread 
support. 
The literature consistently demonstrates a common set of areas that are considered contentious 
including sexual material, strong language and graphic violence (Blaxland, 2000a; Cossett-Lent 
& Pipkin, 2013; Credaro, 2001; French, 2003; Reichman, 2001). However, there is great 
diversity even within the protectionist and exposure positions when it comes to the question of 
determining standards in these common areas of concern. What constitutes appropriate 
standards and common community values is diverse and norms shift greatly over time and 
frequently over relatively short periods of time (Bunn, 2015; Schrader, 1996). 
Procedures to deal with censorship that do not address a philosophical and conceptual basis for 
censorship are unlikely to be successful in satisfactorily resolving challenges or in making 
optimal censorship decisions. Where no censorship framework, policy or process exists within a 
school, several researchers argue that censorship and self-censorship are even more prevalent 
and problematic (Moody, 2005; French, 2003; Credaro, 2001; Jenkinson, 1994; Schrader, 1996; 
Reichman, 2001; Bunn, 2015; Kallio, 2014). 
Scholars in this field address the maturing nature of the student when it comes to questions of 
age-appropriate curriculum and access to controversial material (Winch, 2004; Blaxland, 
2000a). A common theme expressed is the importance of student maturity in determining 
questions of access to texts. This Lockean view of the child (Winch, 2004) is central to the 
national Office of Film and Literature Classification Board’s (OFLC, 2011) approach to 
censorship of film, literature and computer games in Australia. These standards are referenced 
by the BOS in their advice to schools memo regarding content (Office Board of Studies, 2005) 
for censoring HSC Drama performances. 
The majority of the studies dealing with censorship in schools focuses on text selection for 
school library collections. Though helpful as a starting point, they are inadequate in specifically 
addressing the issues faced in implementing the HSC Drama curriculum in New South Wales. 
There is little published that investigates the area of censorship of drama performance in 
schools. In student performance, the issues are more complex than the issue of access to texts 
for study, particularly in the area of public performance. Kallio (2014) captures something of 
this complexity in the coalescing bubble model of the school censorship frame described in 
Figure 1.1. Words acceptable upon the page can be viewed quite differently when students are 
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engaged in enacting them upon the stage. This area of school drama performance censorship is a 
significant gap in the literature that this study will attempt to address. 
Kallio (2014) highlights the question of which stakeholders should have a voice in the 
censorship discourse in schools and Low (2013) particularly highlights which stakeholder voice 
should have control of the discourse and the censorship decisions made. Lambie (2009) 
suggests that collaborative rather than hierarchical relationships produce better outcomes when 
difficult issues need to be resolved. Power relationships in schools between management and 
teachers have direct relevance to the issue of fear (Bunn, 2015; Edmiston, 2000; Feinberg, 2014; 
Kerlinger, 1973; Thompson, 2012; Winston, 1999). School censorship conceptual frameworks 
explore agency and argue for varying degrees of power to be provided parents as a central 
principle (Ireland, 2000; Blaxland, 2000c; Credaro, 2001; Boccardi, 1993; Kallio, 2014). Some 
frameworks also consider the student's voice as an important consideration in the censorship 
decision process (Blaxland, 2000a; Kallio, 2014). It is a common principle regardless of 
ideological basis that consultation and discourse between stakeholders be a central element of 
any censorship review process. 
The relevant concepts and issues explored and suggested by the data and findings in the 
literature reviewed include:  
a) Hegemony 
b) Lockean view of the child 
c) Standards, values and moral formation 
d) Self-censorship 
e) Conservative versus liberal ideologies in educational policy. 
Philosophical bases for censorship that find widespread support include the Mills’ do no harm 
principle (Winch, 2004), the Lockean view of temporary derivative rights of the child being 
held by parents and teachers (Winch, 2004), and the view that standards and moral values are 
dynamic with schools having a social responsibility in imbuing morals and values to students 
(Credaro, 2001; Edmiston, 2000; Winch, 2004; Winston, 1999). 
This study is designed to investigate and analyse the predominant issues surrounding this 
difficult area through participants’ lived stories and opinions. Further this study will develop a 
conceptual framework and review process for managing HSC Drama censorship in schools to 
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protect students and schools, whilst allowing these senior secondary drama students to access, 
study, create and perform great works of dramatic art. 
The next chapter will explain the methodology and justify the specific methods utilised in this 
study. 
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Chapter 2 Research Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter details this study’s research methodology, justifying its placement in the field of 
interpretive inquiry and explaining the practicability and limitations of the methods employed. 
The research question, the philosophical paradigm underlying the methodology for investigation 
and the context of the research site all shape the study’s methodological design. Strauss and 
Corbin define these terms as: 
‘Methodology: A way of thinking about and studying social reality 
Methods: A set of procedures and techniques for gathering and analysing data 
Coding: The analytic processes through which data are fractured, conceptualised, and integrated 
form theory’ (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 3) 
Research Question 
Why are censorship decisions made in HSC Drama in New South Wales Christian schools, that 
is what are the ideological bases for these decisions? 
Sub-question 
How are these censorship decisions made? 
This study is designed to investigate the (‘WHY’) bases and (‘HOW’) processes for censorship 
decisions in senior drama curriculum in religious schools in New South Wales, Australia. It is 
focused on deepening our understanding of the complex driving motivations behind school 
censorship decisions to inform future practice. This research is an exploration of participants’ 
experiences with the discursive, moral, religious, pedagogical and political discourse that 
inhabits the drama-teaching field in three bounded religious school case studies (see Table 2.1). 
As Denzin and Lincoln argue: ‘The main strength of the case study is depth – detail, richness, 
completeness, and within-case variance … If you want to understand a phenomenon in any 
degree of thoroughness … what causes it, how to prevent it, and so on, you need to do case 
studies’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 314).  
To arrive at credible interpretations requires more than simply coding and counting frequencies 
of interview and questionnaire transcripts (Bazeley, 2009). Revealing and rich understandings 
are distilled from the detailed analysis of stories and accounts of those who have lived these 
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experiences (Bazeley & Jackson, 2013; Glaser & Strauss, 1995; Mishler, 1991; Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998). 
The aim is to enter into a process of mutual discovery through the lived stories of the nine 
educators participating in the study (Clandinin, 2007; Van Manen, 1997). In this type of 
research, the researcher brings expertise and insight to bear in a reflexive way by reflecting on 
shared experiences (Beattie, 1995; Grady, 1996; Maxwell, 2012; O'Toole, 2006; Richards, 
2009).  
An aim of this research is the creation of a conceptual framework and review process through 
this discursive process of exploring insights from the lived experiences of the participants. This 
framework and process will potentially assist schools in managing arts curriculum censorship. 
Specifically, it may have utility for school communities in managing censorship of HSC Drama 
texts for study and performance, protecting schools from damaging controversy and senior 
drama curriculum from being unnecessarily narrow. 
This chapter is organised into the following sections: 
Choosing qualitative research 
The researcher 
The participants 
Case study 1 – Catholic Schools 
Case study 2 – Christian Schools 
Case study 3 – Anglican Schools 
Data Collection 
Case study chapter structure 
Limitations of the study 
Ethical issues 
Conclusions 
The next section specifically explains why qualitative research methodology is appropriate to 
this study and outlines particular methods that have been employed. 
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Choosing qualitative research 
This study being interpretative in nature requires a qualitative-based inquiry through a 
‘“constructivist” philosophical paradigm’ (O’Toole, 2006, p. 32). A constructivist philosophical 
paradigm recognises there are multiple interpretations and that the researcher and participants 
co-create and “construct” meaning. ‘Qualitative research is endlessly creative and interpretative 
… Qualitative interpretations are constructed’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 14). Interrogating 
beyond the descriptive ‘what is occurring’ to the more analytical ‘why is it occurring’ requires a 
nuanced analysis of the participants’ responses.  To arrive at credible interpretations requires 
careful exegesis of the lived experiences shared by the participants through their discursive 
interactions with the researcher (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
The researcher asked participants to share their stories of lived experiences of censorship in 
school settings and to compare and contrast their personal views on censorship to their school’s 
censorship policy and practice, conceptualising the imagined ideal in light of the lived current 
reality. These research questions focus on the teachers’ professional experience and personal 
reflections. As such they are appropriately investigated through a qualitative methodology. 
Maxwell (2012) explains that qualitative research is designed to help the researcher better 
understand:  
1) The meanings and perspectives of the ones you study 
2) How these perspectives are shaped by and shape their ... contexts and 
3) The specific processes that are involved in maintaining or altering these 
phenomena and relationships (Maxwell, 2012, p. viii). 
The research questions require a methodology that allows for the complexity and reflexive nature 
of the responses of the participants and an exegetical interpretation of these responses.  
Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the 
world. Qualitative research consists of a set of interpretive, material 
practices that make the world visible … This means that qualitative 
researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense 
of or interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 3). 
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The informed position of the researcher adds to the richness of meaning of these participants’ 
stories as themes and interconnections emerge and are identified and interrogated. Denzin and 
Lincoln (2011, p. 19) argue ‘All research is interpretive; it is guided by a set of beliefs and 
feelings about the world and how it should be understood and studied’. Further to this, 
qualitative methodology is well suited to investigating questions and issues of an ethical and 
moral nature such as the research questions of this study demand (Bazeley, 2013; Maxwell, 
2012; Mischler, 1986). 
Critical theory with its objectives of ‘understanding, interrogating, critiquing and transforming 
actions and interests’ (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000, p. 28) also informs the methodology 
of this study. The epistemological basis that undergirds critical theory is subjectivism being a 
research process of exegesis and hermeneutic leading to action. Critical theory from its origins 
has had a political motivation to effect constructive change (Cohen et al., 2000; Habermas, 
1972; O'Toole, 2006). O’Toole argues that critical theory ‘deals with interpersonal 
relationships, role, power and context as central to a consideration of research outcomes. These 
very words are of course central to drama education … These require the researcher to engage 
with attitude change, emancipation and collaboration along with the subjects of the research’ 
(O'Toole, 2006, p. 15). To critically investigate and transform the perspectives and practices of 
schools, close study and interaction with key people within them is essential. School policy and 
practice is best understood in the context in which it operates through the perspective of those 
who influence and implement curriculum within that school context: school leaders, faculty 
heads and teachers. Critical theory provides a vehicle to delve into the complexity and layers of 
lived experience while retaining the context of the participants’ narratives of these experiences 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 
The task of critical theory is to reflect, understand and then act to change for a greater 
democratic and egalitarian outcome. Habermas (1972) suggests this reflective practice can 
happen in four stages. Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000) summarise these stages as: 
Stage 1 A description and interpretation of the existing situation – a hermeneutic exercise 
Stage 2 A penetration of the reasons that brought about the existing situation 
Stage 3 An agenda for altering the situation 
Stage 4 An evaluation of the achievement. 
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Critical theory, as described here, informs this study’s methodology and the design of its 
research instruments. The interview schedule and questionnaire are informed by stages one, two 
and three of critical theory as described above (see Appendices 1 & 2). This discourse between 
the researcher and participants is ‘a penetration of the reasons’ for the existing situation in each 
case study. Finally ‘an agenda for altering the situation’ is co-created with the participant’s 
insights in the construction of a censorship conceptual framework and review process. In other 
words discussions with the participants provided insight and interpretations as to how they 
understand an evolving approach to censorship. 
It is acknowledged that critical theory is imbued with a political agenda that sees a hegemonic 
world needing challenge and reform (Cohen et al., 2000). Having selected this epistemological 
and methodological approach illuminates to some degree the researcher’s position in the 
discourse of censorship in high schools.  
Having justified the choice of a qualitative approach and its framework, the next section of this 
chapter explores which methods best suites the specific demands of this study’s research 
questions from within a qualitative methodology.  
1. Case studies 
As stated at the outset of this chapter, three bounded case studies are employed to investigate 
the research questions representing the three largest Christian school systems in New South 
Wales: Catholic schools, Non-denominational Christian schools and Anglican/Protestant 
schools. Denzin and Lincoln argue that ‘if you choose to do a case study, you are therefore not 
so much making a methodological choice as a choice of what is to be studied’ (2011, p. 301). 
They go on to explain that a case study may be: studied in a number of ways including 
hermeneutically, that case studies provide more detail, richness and depth and that they focus on 
‘context’. 
There are several types of case study outlined by Denzin and Lincoln (2011). The critical case 
study is a purposive case that ‘permits logical deduction’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 307). 
Denzin and Lincoln suggest that ‘it is a good idea to look for either “most likely” or “least 
likely” cases’ (2011, p. 307). In selecting “least likely” cases it allows for a generalisation to be 
made that ‘if it is valid for this case, it is valid for all (or many) cases’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, 
p. 307). As such schools of a more liberal ideology within the spectrum of schools within each 
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case study were selected. This judgement was made on the basis of anecdotal reportage from 
participants and my own understanding of schools’ expressed ideology. 
Each of these ‘types’ of school that compose the three bounded ‘critical case studies’ (Denzin & 
Lincoln, 2011, p. 301), seem to approach censorship of HSC Drama from a different basis. In 
my experience, Anglican schools seem to approach censorship from a more liberal ‘exposure’ 
position; Christian schools from a more conservative ‘protectionist’ position and Catholic 
schools fluctuate along this continuum. These case studies shed light on this hypothesis and 
provide deeper and richer insights and understanding into what is happening and why in each of 
these different religious non-government school cases. 
To interrogate and analyse the participants’ views and lived experiences within each case study, 
narratives are constructed from their stories of censorship experiences. Each participant is 
provided opportunity to express their views through semi-structured interviews and 
questionnaire. In the final stage of each interview, participants are invited to tell stories of 
censorship from their experiences (see Appendix 1). Narrative analysis methods are employed 
to distil and construct the essential meaning from the participant’s lived stories.  
All responses to interview and questionnaire are coded, analysed, compared and synthesized 
(Bazeley, 2013; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The axial coding tree is designed from the themes that 
emerge from the narrative analysis of the participants’ stories of censorship. As the participants’ 
responses are analysed, further codes and sub-codes emerge. This analysis is reported in full in 
Chapter 8. 
The next section explains in detail how the narrative analysis is applied to the collected data 
from each of the three critical case studies. 
2. Narrative analysis 
Narrative analysis has become a powerful and popular method of qualitative data analysis in 
recent decades (O'Toole, 2006). It has evolved from an eclectic epistemology (Redwood, 1999, 
p. 674) emerging from a reaction to the shortcomings of a positivist paradigm’s ability to 
investigate the richness and depth of human experience. 
Narrative analysis requires interpretation of a story, based on careful exegesis aimed at 
understanding the intended meaning of the storyteller. Understanding surrounding contexts is 
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critical to this analysis. In Figure 2.1 these contexts are represented as concentric circles in an 
attempt to capture Clandinin and Connelly’s three-dimensional inquiry space that O’Toole 
(2006) describes the drama researcher needs to consider. ‘These dimensions are inward into the 
internal conditions – feelings, hopes, moral disposition etc; outward to the existential 
conditions, paying attention to the wider environment and social context; backwards and 
forwards to acknowledge the temporality of experience, the historical conditions and the 
intentions of the researcher and researched’ (O'Toole, 2006, p. 65).  
This view is conceived as concentric circles of context that the researcher works through to 
‘exegete’ the meaning of the told story. The internal context is proximally closest to the 
narrative. As we exegete the meaning of the told narrative, we work our way out to external and 
then temporal contexts that surround and influence the meaning of the story. Each context is 
considered to assist the interpreting of the intended meaning of the storyteller. This model is 
inadequate in representing the complexity and interconnectivity between and within these 
contexts that shape meaning. However, the model attempts to illustrate O’Toole’s (2006) 
analysis model that a drama researcher works through in the process of exegetically interpreting 
participant responses. 
Figure 1.1 - The 3-dimensional inquiry space 
 
 
 
 
 
These contexts shape how lived events are understood and interpreted by the researcher 
influencing perception, understanding and interpretation. Here lies this method’s great strength 
and potential weakness. On the one hand, this constructivist approach provides a rich and in-
depth source of data into the human experience. On the other hand, because of its interpretative 
nature, this method is open to researcher bias. To safeguard against this the researcher should 
declare as openly as possible their contextual circumstances and that of the participants. To 
further safeguard against misinterpretation, the interpreted narratives are provided to the 
Internal Context: 
Personal 
External Context: 
Socio, political, cultural 
Temporal Context: 
Historical and aspirational 
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participants to confirm and redact the researcher’s interpretation and analysis of their stories. 
Thirdly having a second point of data to compare and contrast the participant’s views also 
assists in providing correlation and confirmation to the meanings constructed by the researcher 
and the participants together. In this study, a follow-up questionnaire provides this point of 
correlation (see Appendix 2).  
Finally using computer-assisted analysis with NVivo across the entire data set assists to ensure 
that the co-constructed themes and ideas are confirmed and refined with potentially 
undiscovered meanings unearthed. This multifaceted analysis is a process of ‘crystallisation’ 
where a variety of views of the data provide a growing multifaceted construction of meaning as 
the data is viewed from a variety of different angles (Ellingson, 2008; Janesick, 2000; 
Richardson, 1994; Shagoury, 2011). Researchers are utilising crystallisation as an appropriate 
alternative form of validation of data than the more positivist and traditional approach of 
triangulation (Shagoury, 2011). 
Interviews are the main source of data for this method of analysis (Lucas, 1997). Narratives also 
include constructed stories from interview responses (Bernoit, 1988). From these sources 
‘scripts’ are created. Core ‘stories’ are fleshed out that show the viewpoints of the narrators 
through their told events. Analysis of these ‘stories’ distils plot lines and ‘patter’ as ‘patterns’ 
from which ‘themes’ emerge and categories can be defined and coded (Bazeley, 2013; Labov & 
Waletzky, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). In this way, this form of analysis can be both 
deductive and inductive as it allows for theory and ideas to be tested while also allowing for 
theory and conceptual frameworks to emerge from the participants’ responses (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998). This ability to both test and generate theory is ideal for this study. Reasons why 
censorship is occurring as suggested by the experience of the participants can be examined. 
Concurrently solutions to identified censorship problems can emerge and be shaped into an 
effective censorship framework and review process. 
The two basic stages of all narrative analysis involve firstly the creation of descriptive 
summaries or open coding. Here transcripts are reduced to key points of a structured narrative 
that have the temporal sequence of beginning, middle and end (Riessman, 1993). Further 
microanalysis at this stage may identify narrative features such as orientation, complicating 
action, evaluation, resolution and coda (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). These descriptive summaries 
are finally reduced to stanzas. 
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The second stage is the creation of an interpretative summary or axial coding. Here themes and 
subplots may be identified from within the major themes already identified and relationships 
between these subplots may also emerge. Computer aided analysis with NVivo is employed to 
make this interpretative analysis this ‘axial coding’ more comprehensive. Using Bazeley’s 
(2009, p. 5) model of ‘Describe-Compare-Relate’ NVivo allows for the landscape of the coded 
responses is comprehensively analysed. Themes are drawn together in an interconnected web 
from across the entire scope of the collected material that allows for emerging theory to be 
crystallised. This method of analysis avoids a more isogenic approach of analysis of simply 
‘proof texting’ from the interview transcripts where the researcher quotes the occasional 
decontextualized utterance that aligns with their suppositions as ‘evidence’ supporting their 
position. The following sections provide a summary of the strengths and limitations of case 
study and narrative analysis methods. 
3. Strengths and limitations of case studies  
Denzin and Lincoln (2011) provide a helpful summary of the often-cited limitations of case 
study method and argue that these limitations are predominantly ‘misunderstandings’.  They 
argue ‘case studies comprise more detail, richness, completeness, and variance – that is, depth’ 
(2011, p. 301) and cite a number of scholars who have altered their views regarding the value of 
case studies from critic to advocate of the method. Below is a summary of five ‘limitations’ that 
Denzin and Lincoln argue are misunderstandings of the method. Included in the table is the 
summary of their concluded corrections for each limitation highlighting the strengths of case 
study method.  
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Table 2.1 - Denzin & Lincoln's five misunderstandings of case study method 
Cited Limitation/Misunderstanding Argued Strength/Correction General,	 theoretical	 knowledge	 is	 more	 valuable	 than	concrete	case	knowledge.	 Predictive	 theories	 and	 universals	 cannot	 be	 found	 in	 the	study	 of	 human	 affairs.	 Concrete	 case	 knowledge	 is	therefore	more	valuable	than	the	vain	search	for	predictive	theories	and	universals.	One	cannot	generalize	on	the	basis	of	an	individual	case;	therefore,	 the	 case	 study	 cannot	 contribute	 to	 scientific	development.	 One	can	often	generalize	on	 the	basis	of	a	 single	case,	and	the	case	study	may	be	central	to	scientific	development	via	generalization	 as	 supplement	 or	 alternative	 to	 other	methods.	 But	 formal	 generalization	 is	 overvalued	 as	 a	source	 of	 scientific	 development,	 whereas	 “the	 force	 of	example”	and	transferability	are	underestimated.	The	case	study	is	most	useful	for	generating	hypotheses;	that	is,	in	the	first	stage	of	a	total	research	process,	while	other	methods	 are	more	 suitable	 for	 hypotheses	 testing	and	theory	building.	
The	case	study	 is	useful	 for	both	generating	and	 testing	of	hypotheses	 but	 is	 not	 limited	 to	 these	 research	 activities	alone.	
The	case	study	contains	a	bias	toward	verification,	that	is,	a	 tendency	 to	 confirm	 the	 researcher’s	 preconceived	notions	 The	case	study	contains	no	greater	bias	toward	verification	of	 the	 researcher’s	 preconceived	 notions	 than	 other	methods	 of	 inquiry.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 experience	 indicates	that	 the	 case	 study	 contains	 a	 greater	 bias	 toward	falsification	 of	 preconceived	 notions	 than	 toward	verification.	It	 is	 often	 difficult	 to	 summarize	 and	 develop	 general	propositions	 and	 theories	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 specific	 case	studies.	 It	is	correct	that	summarizing	case	studies	is	often	difficult,	especially	 as	 concerns	 case	 process.	 It	 is	 less	 correct	 as	regards	case	outcomes.	The	problems	in	summarizing	case	studies,	 however,	 are	 due	more	 often	 to	 the	 properties	 of	the	 reality	 studied	 than	 to	 the	 case	 study	 as	 a	 research	method.	 Often	 it	 is	 not	 desirable	 to	 summarize	 and	generalize	 case	 studies.	 Good	 studies	 should	 be	 read	 as	narratives	in	their	entirety.	
  
In summary, Denzin and Lincoln (2011) conclude that the strengths of the case study are its 
depth, high conceptual validity, its deep understanding of context and causes of phenomenon, 
and its ability to foster new hypotheses. The weaknesses of case study are openness to bias and 
statistical significance is often unknown or unclear. However, the deep understanding that 
comes from lived contextualised experiences of phenomenon make this an entirely appropriate 
method for the purposes of this investigation. 
4. Strengths of narrative analysis 
The strength of the narrative analysis is its ability to refine the thinking of participants and to 
give voice to their views. By sharing their stories participants can evaluate their thinking and 
through the report of the research influence change. Dorries and Haller identify voices from 
their research that have influenced policy and legislation in this way (2001, p. 871). 
This method allows us to delve into the complexities and layers of lived human experience and 
examine ethical dimensions of difficult problems providing rich contextual understanding of 
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complex phenomena (Maxwell, 2012; Mishler, 1991). 
Grady (1996) sees the subjective involvement in the research by the researcher as a strength of 
this method. Grady asserts that research should be undertaken from an informed position (1996, 
p. 70). The expertise, insight and thus reflexivity that an informed researcher can identify and 
transparently employ in a study of this kind, brings with it the ability to create rich resonate and 
credible meaning (O'Toole, 2006, pp. 64-65). The researcher influences all research. In narrative 
analysis the researcher’s subjectivity carries with it skills, knowledge and understandings that 
add to the meaning of the research (Beattie, 1995, p. 39) while as far as possible being 
consciously acknowledged and allowed for (O'Toole, 2006, p. 65).  
5. Limitations of narrative analysis 
The most obvious and noted limitation of this form of analysis is that the same material can 
produce multiple interpretations (Ayers & Poirier, 1995). Phenomena can be experienced and 
analysed in different ways. A conversation that explores multiple interpretations with well-
supported conclusions reflects how we construct meaning in life and provides rich and 
comprehensive understandings (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 
The limitation that is of most concern by critics of this method is that of a researcher’s bias and 
hidden or undeclared agendas (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; O’Toole, 2006; Clandinin & Connelly, 
2000). Because it is an interpretative method, the contextual exegesis of the participant’s 
responses and the transparency of this process are paramount. Jean Clandinin and Michael 
Connelly (2000) highlight this exegetical danger. To mitigate this danger, O’Toole argues that 
the researcher must ‘recount the full historical and social context of the research, and the 
researcher’s own position’ (2006, p. 64). Therefore, it is paramount to have ideological 
transparency and honesty with the researcher declaring their internal, external and temporal 
conditions and contexts.  
The rules and conventions of story, semiotics and culture are not always shared by researcher 
and participant (McLeod, 1997) which may lead to misinterpretation. Emden (1998) suggests 
that core stories be returned to participants for correcting and developing by participants to 
minimise this misinterpretation. Maxwell similarly sees two threats to validity in this kind of 
research: researcher bias and reactivity (2012, p. 124). By allowing participants to verify and 
modify these core stories not only respects the participants’ right to control and redact their 
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stories, it also provides an opportunity for the researcher to make further observations of the 
circumstances of these modifications creating a richer hermeneutic of the material together with 
the participants. 
A further limitation of this method of analysis is that studies that employ this method cannot be 
generalised or proven. Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000, p. 167) highlight three issues in this 
regard:  
1. Representativeness 
2. Reliability 
3. Validity 
The small population of this study cannot be claimed to be representative. However, the 
observations and responses of the nine participants provide valuable and insightful findings that 
may have resonance with other educators.  
Reliability looks at the consistent repeatability of the phenomena being investigated, and as 
already discussed, narrative analysis acknowledges and values the variety of interpretation 
possible from the same collected data. The idea of trustworthiness is informative here 
(Clandinin & Connelly, 1990, p. 7). Though the findings of this research are not reliable in a 
positivistic sense, this is not the purpose of this study. The purpose is to understand patterns and 
provide examples of experience. The responses of these participants in their lived experiences 
dealing with the issue of censorship in the schools within which they work is the focus of this 
investigation. These experiences, when interpreted and crystallised as described earlier in this 
chapter, can be seen to be trustworthy. 
Finally, questions of validity refer to the confidence in the accuracy of the results obtained. This 
study collects multiple data sets as recommended by Maxwell (2012, p. 102) to mitigate these 
weaknesses. Using the participants’ responses from their questionnaire as a point of correlation 
and clarification of their views and responses expressed in their earlier interviews provides 
some confidence as to the validity of the analysis and conclusions posited. Also allowing the 
participants to view, verify and modify their core stories as Emden (1998) and Maxwell (2012) 
suggest, further minimises the dangers of misinterpretation (see Appendix 6). 
In a study such as this, rather than asking whether the results can be generalised, we should ask 
whether they resonate with the wider population; rather than asking whether the results are 
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reliable, we should ask whether they are trustworthy in a world of discourse and praxis; and 
rather than asking if results are valid, we should ask if they are credible and transferable 
(Clandinin, 2007). Goodfellow supports these arguments: ‘I have argued that, in narrative 
inquiry, richness and resonance found within shared stories ensures the study’s credibility’ 
(1997, p. 73). It is no surprise to see the ascendancy and popularity of this method for enabling 
us to discover in more detail and with richer understanding, the complexity of the human 
experience. 
The overarching focus and context of this study is the implementation of the mandatory New 
South Wales HSC Drama syllabus in Christian schools. The next sections of this chapter will 
contextualise those involved in this study including the ‘historical and social context of the 
research, and the researcher’s own position’ (O'Toole, 2006, p. 64) so that the lens through 
which the interview and questionnaire material in this study are interpreted is declared and as 
transparent as possible. 
The researcher 
The researcher in this study is a fifty-year-old white Australian male, with over twenty-five 
years experience of teaching and administrating drama in a variety of secondary schools 
including government high schools, Anglican colleges and non-denominational Christian 
schools. Professional experience included classroom teaching, leading faculty and curriculum, 
as head of school, head of curriculum and principal. The personal and religious background of 
the researcher mirrors his professional experience, having been raised in a Presbyterian family 
who regularly attended a local country Presbyterian Church that amalgamated with the 
Methodists and the Congregationalist to become the Uniting Church of Australia in the early 
1970s. Educated in State government primary school and secondary schools in a regional town 
in NSW followed by a period as a boarder at Knox Grammar School, a Uniting Church boys’ 
grammar school in Sydney, from Year 8 to Year 12. University educated with a bachelor degree 
in education at the University of Sydney while living at the Uniting Church student residents 
Wesley College and regularly attending a nearby Anglican Church. The researcher’s current 
faith position is a protestant evangelical with a liberal leaning theology. 
The researcher has over fifteen years’ experience in the management of the New South Wales 
Board of Studies, Higher School Certificate external examinations of the HSC Drama course, a 
final high school examination of all HSC Drama students in the State of New South Wales, with 
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a candidature of approximately 5,000 students. In the last five years this experience includes: 
the role of Supervisor of Marking7 being responsible for the leadership and management of the 
entire marking operation; HSC Drama Examination Committee responsible for the setting of the 
HSC Drama examination questions; HSC Drama syllabus text selection panel responsible for 
the selection of texts for study for the Higher School Certificate Course Prescriptions List; chair 
of the selection panel responsible for selecting exemplar performances and projects for the HSC 
Drama public showcase OnStage. 
The researcher has been drawn to the research question of this study through his professional 
experiences, censorship experiences reported by colleagues and experiences of the censoring of 
senior student dramatic work by the New South Wales Board of Studies. 
These experiences has prompted the researcher to question the issues surrounding censorship of 
senior drama curriculum in our schools and inquire whether there might be a better way to 
support school communities in managing these difficult, significant and sensitive questions of 
senior drama curriculum censorship in our New South Wales high schools. 
The next section of this chapter will introduce the participants of this study, providing 
something of their internal (personal), external (socio, political, cultural) and temporal 
(historical, aspirational) contexts (see Figure 2.1). For the purposes of confidentiality and 
anonymity each of the participants are provided a pseudonym of a Shakespearean character that 
in no way reflects their personality or disposition. Each case study has three pseudonyms from 
the same Shakespearean play to assist the reader to locate the context of the participant with the 
school system in which they work (see Table 2.2). 
The participants 
There are nine participants in this study consisting of three teachers, three faculty heads and 
three directors of curriculum involved in HSC Drama in New South Wales secondary Christian 
schools. One participant from each level of authority is represented in each of the three case 
studies: Catholic schools, Anglican schools and Christian schools. Table 2.2 outlines the 
                                                
7 In NSW, the Board of Studies externally examines drama in the final year of secondary school. Around 5000 students elect to do 
drama as part of the Higher School Certificate each year. The public examination includes performance, submitted projects and a 
written examination. 
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participants, their school context and the position the participant holds, within the school. These 
school systems form the focus of the three case studies of this research: 
Case Study 1 – Catholic (2 schools – 3 participants) 
Case Study 2 – Christian (1 school – 3 participants) 
Case Study 3 – Anglican/Protestant (3 schools – 3 participants) 
These three school systems account for over one-third of all secondary schools in New South 
Wales. Participants from a variety of secondary religious schools with varying denominational 
affiliations and governance provide the study with breadth within the non-government school 
sector. The participants have a range of pedagogical and philosophical perspectives while 
working within the same basic ideological frame of reference of a religiously affiliated school. 
Organising the case studies to include levels of management including school executive, faculty 
heads and teachers allows the role of power and responsibility to be investigated as one of the 
factors influencing how censorship decisions are made. Central to this inquiry is the interplay 
and dynamic that operates between teachers, faculty heads and curriculum executive staff. To 
maintain consistency across all participants in each case study, it was necessary that all worked 
in a context where there was a school management structure that included these three levels of 
school management, allowing participants to reflect and comment on this internal dynamic of 
power structures in the process of censorship within the school. 
Participants were selected on the basis of their role within the school, their availability, and the 
school contexts in which they worked. Schools that were at the more liberal end of the spectrum 
where unwarranted censorship was ‘less likely’ to occur (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 307), was 
a criteria of selection to ensure these cases were ‘critical cases’ as defined earlier in this chapter. 
Further to these selection criteria, I required ‘school context’ to include school population 
consisting of over 500 high school students, and general ideological homogeneity in terms of 
how representative each school was of its system. Schools with under 500 students were 
unlikely to be large enough to sustain a drama faculty. Preference for inclusion in the study was 
therefore given to participants who worked in larger Sydney metropolitan liberal religious 
schools within the Catholic, Anglican/Protestant and Christian school affiliations. 
To maintain a reasonably focused study the views of students and parents are not directly 
canvased. This study is designed to investigate the dynamics that occur in schools between 
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teachers and school executive. This discourse space is where the basis and process by which 
censorship decisions are determined and enacted (Montgomery, 2008b). The key influences of 
curriculum in schools are teachers, faculty heads and school executive. These three groups and 
the power interplay that occurs between them focus this research.  
Table 2.2 - Participants by position, case study and school 
 Catholic Christian Anglican 
Drama Teachers Benedict School 
A 
ICSEA8 
1155 
Hermia 
School 
C 
ICSEA 
1116 
Portia 
School 
D 
ICSEA 
1160 
Heads of Faculty Beatrice Helena Bassanio 
School 
E 
ICSEA 
1203 
Directors of 
Curriculum Hero 
School 
B 
ICSEA 1200 
Lysander Antonio 
School 
F 
ICSEA 
1190 
 
The participants consist of five women and four men (aged 28 to 61). All, at the time of the 
study, are current teachers at Sydney Christian or church schools with a minimum of three years 
experience in that school context being involved in the delivery and/or oversight of the Higher 
School Certificate (HSC) Drama course. The selection strategy of participants and schools 
follows the ‘Critical Case’ selection for case studies as described in Denzin & Lincoln (2011, p. 
307). ‘A critical case can be defined as having strategic importance in relation to the general 
problem’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 307). These participants and their schools were from 
socio-economic areas of affluence with ICSEA scores above 1100 (see Table 2.2). The schools 
were also from the most liberal end of the ideological spectrum from within their school type as 
reported by the participants. As such these schools have ‘strategic importance’ as ‘critical cases’ 
where undue censorship is ‘least likely’ to occur (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 307). 
                                                
8 ICSEA is the index of community socio-educational advantage sourced from www.myschool.edu.au (2015). An 
ICSEA score of 1000 is the national average as calculated by the Australian Curriculum and Assessment Authority 
(ACARA). 
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1. Recruitment 
Participants were initially approached through the 2008 Drama NSW, State Drama Conference. 
I presented a paper (Montgomery, 2008b) on the question of censorship in HSC Drama. 
Conference delegates were invited to make contact if they were interested in being involved as 
participants in this study. Participants were selected from the six who volunteered. From those 
who volunteered three were formally invited in writing to participate, following the University 
of Sydney protocols set out by the University Ethics Committee, including the provision of a 
Participant Information and Consent Form (Appendices 3 & 4). 
An ethics application was completed and submitted to the Human Ethics Committee of the 
University of Sydney. Ethics approval was granted on 28 May 2008 (Appendix 5). Utilising a 
purposive sampling process (Kemper, Mullen, & Francis, 2003) participants were asked to 
suggest others they believed to be suitable participants for this study. This purposive 
snowballing strategy assisted in completing the matrix of required participants (see Table 2.2). 
Recruited participants suggested other participants from within their school and from other 
schools within the same affiliated school system.  
All participants were formally invited following the ethics protocols of the Human Ethics 
Committee of the University of Sydney. This recruitment strategy proved to be effective in 
providing a full complement of supportive, interested participants under the selection criteria 
described above. One of the outcomes of this selection process is that due to its purposive 
nature, participants were attracted to participate in the study due to their experiences of 
censorship in their schools. This selection process was necessary for this study as it was a 
requirement that participants have stories or views on censorship of HSC Drama to be able to 
provide data relevant to the research questions. However, this may have the unintended 
consequence of making it seem that censorship in religious schools is more prevalent than it 
might be. The focus of this study is not on determining the frequency or prevalence of 
censorship in schools but rather on why and how censorship operates and how can it operate 
more effectively. All participants completed a one-hour interview and a follow-up questionnaire 
(see Appendices 1 & 2). No participant at any stage expressed a desire to withdraw from the 
study. 
The following sections of this chapter provide contextual description for each of the nine 
recruited participants within their case study context.  
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Case study 1 – Catholic school participants 
1. Benedict (classroom teacher) 
Benedict is a younger male participant in his mid-twenties who continues to work as a drama 
teacher at the Catholic school that offered him his first teaching appointment after graduating 
from University. His faculty head Beatrice is also a participant in this study. At the time of this 
study, he has had experience working with HSC Drama students for at least three years and 
primary responsibility for an HSC Drama class for two years. His heritage includes a Catholic 
upbringing and in his response to the questions in his interview for this study he expressed 
views supportive of a liberal ideology and theology that is sympathetic to the mission of the 
school in which he works. All text quoted from participant interview responses are italicised. 
Questionnaire responses quoted are in normal text and acknowledged as a questionnaire 
response at the end of each quoted questionnaire response. 
Benedict 
I remember having a really good look at it [the school’s statement of faith] when I came for the 
job here, and there’s actually a comment that says, ‘we teach based on the gospel values we 
find in the Bible, but hope to create independent active members of society who can foster a 
personal spirituality’ or something. Which to me was really interesting when I read it because 
that’s really quite a liberal interpretation of what we’re trying to do here. 
2. Beatrice (faculty head) 
Beatrice is in her late forties and has been teaching for over twenty years. For the majority of 
this time, she has been teaching drama at this Catholic school where she has led the faculty with 
great success with her students producing outstanding results in the HSC examination. Her 
background and family heritage is Catholic. She has found the change in approach to censorship 
of HSC Drama at the school quite liberating with the change in executive leadership in recent 
years who have provided greater autonomy and a more liberal and informed perspective on 
curriculum in Beatrice’s view. 
Beatrice 
We had this deputy who didn’t really understand the performative side much, you know, to now 
having somebody who is very supportive and sort of can, pick a script up and can go yeah ‘I 
can see’, even though he doesn’t know the students very well because he’s only new, but he can 
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understand the performative side of what a piece of paper with a whole pile of words actually 
looks like and how that can relate to what’s going on stage. 
3. Hero (director of studies) 
Hero is recently retired from teaching but was actively working at the time of this studies’ data 
collection. She has extensive experience as a teacher, faculty head and as a Director of 
Curriculum for one of Sydney’s more prestigious girls’ school. Her curriculum background has 
been in English literature but she does have experience teaching and overseeing drama 
curriculum. She has much experience working on the executive of a number of prestigious 
independent religious schools and understands firsthand the accountabilities, threats, difficulties 
and pressures faced by principals and their executive team. 
Hero 
Given that the head is responsible for what is going to be broadcast beyond the school, and of 
course the school being greatly concerned about its image and afraid of what is going to appear 
on the front page of the Sydney Morning Herald, or the local newspaper, the head would be 
very much interested to know what was going to be performed publicly, and there would be, I’m 
sure, an understanding between the head of the department and staff and given the 
responsibility of the head as the CEO, that there would have to be some modification if it was 
considered that the whole of the text or even part of the text was considered to be not in the best 
interests of how the school was to be presented. 
Both Beatrice and Benedict work in a large independent Catholic girls high school in an affluent 
suburb of Sydney. Hero works in a large independent Catholic girls school in a very affluent 
suburb of Sydney. Hero’s school belongs to a different religious order to that of Benedict’s and 
Beatrice’s school (see Table 2.2). Further details of this school and Hero’s school are provided 
in chapters 3 and 5. 
Case study 2 – Christian school participants 
1. Hermia (classroom teacher) 
Hermia is in her early thirties and has been teaching for about ten years in a Christian school 
context. The school where she is working at the time of this study is the first school she has 
worked in after graduating from University. She is the only drama teacher at the school and her 
53 
 
faculty head has supervision for all creative arts subjects including drama, music and visual arts. 
Both her faculty head (Helena) and her Director of Curriculum (Lysander) are participants in 
this study. She indicates that her Protestant Christian background shapes her ideology. She 
expresses support for the ethos and ideology of the school in which she works. However, she 
has sometimes been confused by the school’s decisions regarding censorship of her senior 
students’ performances, particularly with how standards and criteria have been interpreted and 
applied by the school’s executive. 
Hermia 
In terms of their criteria, it’s been their personal discernment and sometimes for me personally 
I have been not ... like not at odds against them but I haven’t been – in my mind I would have 
gone ‘keep that one, ditch that one’, but they’ve gone the opposite way. So in my mind I haven’t 
always understood their values but I’ve just gone with it. 
2. Helena (faculty head) 
Helena is in her mid-fifties and has been working in the arts as a teacher for most of her 
teaching career. She is relatively new to the faculty head position where she oversees all the arts 
subject areas in the secondary section of the school. She supervises Hermia and is supervised by 
Lysander who are participants in this study. Her background is Protestant Christian and she 
expresses strong support of the school’s ethos, ideology and mission.  
Helena 
Well at this school we encourage this is in music, art and drama, we encourage kids to look at 
what is in the world and to think critically about it. And to think and to develop a viewpoint, a 
Christian view point ok? So what does God say? So all truth relates back to God’s truth. What’s 
He saying about that? 
3. Lysander (director of curriculum) 
Lysander is in his early fifties and has worked predominantly in Christian schools. He expresses 
a particular interest in the issue of censorship and the arts in Christian school contexts. He is the 
supervisor of Helena (faculty head – creative arts) and indirectly Hermia (drama teacher) who 
are both participants in this study. There has been some extensive thinking and policy 
development on this issue at this school. Lysander has significantly influenced this censorship 
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policy development and has had primary responsibility for its implementation. Age-
appropriateness is a central philosophical consideration of Lysander’s perspective on this issue. 
Lysander 
We are not wanting to exercise our censorship that ‘you can’t read that you can’t engage with 
that’ because we are a Christian school. No we actually want kids to be able to engage with the 
world but to be able to engage critically with the world. Now that of course depends on the 
stage of development of the child – their thinking, their moral development, so that will come in 
to play dependent if they’re in Stage 4 or 5 or 6. 
As Lysander, Hermia and Helena all work in the same school, it provides this study a variety of 
perspectives from their positions on the same censorship issues and events. This school is a 
large co-educational Christian school situated in an upper middle class catchment area of 
Sydney. Having all three participants working together provides us with a multifaceted 
crystallisation of the phenomena studied (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 5). We receive through 
their responses the same basic narrative around events that happened in the school’s history that 
influenced the development of the school’s censorship policy and practice with HSC Drama. 
However, the same events are told from their contrasting perspectives. This is particularly 
helpful in illuminating the basis for the decisions that have been made and the factors that 
influence this process as the perspectives of the different levels of management around the same 
narrative can be explored. 
Case study 3 – Protestant/Anglican school participants 
1. Portia (classroom teacher) 
Portia is in her mid-thirties and has been a highly successful and talented drama teacher for over 
ten years, obtaining outstanding results with her senior students in the HSC Drama 
examinations. Her teaching experience has been in large non-government schools. She has 
enjoyed strong collaborative and supportive professional networks. The school at which she 
works is Anglican, however her heritage includes a Catholic ‘working class’ upbringing. 
Having been raised in a working class context she brings a broader life experience to her 
teaching than is the case for many of the staff and students in this affluent school. Portia also 
serves on the Teacher’s Advisory Panel for the Sydney Theatre Company, for the Sydney Opera 
House and on the REP Board (Riverside Educators Panel) for the Riverside Theatres. 
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Portia 
Like I’m a Catholic, and I work in an Anglican school, I don’t know if it’s from my background 
which may be a bit more working class so language and things don’t offend me as much as my 
colleague who comes from a posh North Shore school, so I think we kind of balance each other 
out quite well. 
Portia works in a large independent Anglican College for girls in an affluent area of Sydney.  
2. Bassanio (faculty head) 
Bassanio is in his late forties and has been teaching drama for approximately twenty years. He 
has arts industry background in his professional career. Bassanio now works in a large 
independent all girls protestant school in a very affluent suburb of Sydney. For over ten years he 
has been leading the drama faculty at the school, overseeing excellent results in the HSC 
examinations.  
Bassanio has a Christian perspective that could be described as liberal Protestant. He supports 
exposing students to the world of ideas including potentially contentious material. He sits 
comfortably in the ethos of the school in which he works which supports a more liberal 
Christian ideology that sees the senior students as capable and mature enough to make their own 
intelligent discerning choices when it comes to contentious material. He finds the school a place 
where challenging ideas can be discussed and debated freely with colleagues and executive 
staff. 
Bassanio 
I see more the dangers of not allowing controversial material to go through … I suppose (my 
view) is based on a fundamentally a Christian viewpoint that I have of the way we live … the 
senior management have always been very liberal in the allowing of us to do plays for pubic 
performance and to select texts to study with the girls at our school as well. 
3. Antonio (director of curriculum) 
Antonio is in his mid-forties and has worked in a wide range of secondary schools as a music 
teacher, faculty head, director of curriculum and deputy. The school he is referencing as a 
participant in this study is a progressive Anglican school in Sydney. At the time of interview for 
this study he has recently moved from this school due to a promotion to another Anglican 
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school in Sydney. Antonio’s background is Protestant Christian and his teaching career has been 
involved predominately with large affluent Anglican Church schools. He also has arts industry 
experience. Antonio aligns with the ‘exposure’ position in his personal views. He expresses an 
active evangelical Christian faith personally. Antonio believes the school is driven by a concern 
for the reputation and standing of the school in the wider community. 
Antonio 
… in the three years I was on that executive there was never a discussion on that issue 
[censorship and selection of texts for study] … I would err [in matters of censorship] towards 
you know, open and exploring. 
Data collection 
The participants’ responses were collected using interviews and questionnaire. The 
questionnaire includes both Likert scale and open questions (Appendices 1 & 2). The 
questionnaire and the interview questions closely reflect each other. In this way participants are 
given the opportunity to answer the same questions but in a different mode and at a later time 
after reflecting upon the discussions explored in the research interview. The interview material 
is then clarified and refined in light of responses provided in the questionnaire. This process is 
repeated if the participants wish to validate and modify the core stories of their interviews after 
they are transcribed and analysed.  
1. Interviews 
The participants often illustrated their responses, through examples of their experiences told as 
stories. Towards the end of the interviews when comfort, candour and rapport were usually at 
their highest, participants were invited to tell detailed stories of censorship. By analysing these 
narratives with an understanding of the context in which these events occurred, a constructed 
understanding of what happened and why it happened was created. 
Kvale (1996, p. 30) identifies characteristics which should form the focus of the qualitative 
research interview. They should be descriptive, deliberately naive, sensitive, interpersonal and 
positive. With these characteristics in mind the interview schedule was designed to focus on the 
‘participant’s subjective responses to a known situation in which she has been involved and 
which has been analysed by the interviewer prior to the interview. She is thereby able to use the 
57 
 
data from the interview to substantiate or reject previously formulated hypotheses’ (Kvale, 
1996, p. 273). 
Kvale’s (1996, p. 274) seven stages of planning are used as the scaffold for the creation and 
implementation of the interview schedule and the questionnaire (see Appendices 1 & 2). These 
stages are listed and explained below: 
1. Thematising 
2. Designing  
3. Interviewing 
4. Transcribing 
5. Analysing 
6. Verifying 
7. Reporting. 
Stage 1 – Thematising 
In this first stage of designing the interview schedule, the purpose, aims and objective of the 
study and its research questions are explored and developed. Through applying this process, the 
following topics for the interview schedule for this study were distilled: 
TEXTS 
• School’s censorship policy for texts 
• School’s censorship practice for texts 
• Participant’s view of censorship basis and process for texts  
PERFORMANCE 
• School’s censorship policy for performances 
• School’s censorship practice for performances 
• Participant’s view of censorship basis and process for performances 
MORAL AND ETHICAL BASES 
• School’s sources of authority for values  
• Participant’s sources of authority for values. 
Table 2.3 below sets out the outcome of the “thematising” for this study. For each variable the 
focus of inquiry was on how censorship is conducted, what is the effect of this censorship and 
why is it conducted in that way. The performative nature of drama is particular to drama that not 
only reads and responds to texts on the page but also enacts characters’ words and actions upon 
the stage. As such this design allows for contrasting approaches and thinking around censorship 
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of texts to be compared to censorship policy and practice of performance. If instances of 
differing standards and approach between text censorship and censorship of performance are 
found, it allows for further investigation into why this is the case. Through this design, 
participants and the researcher reflect together on their professional practice to explore 
conceptually the optimal basis for making censorship decisions and from this the most effective 
practice to create the desired outcomes for schools, teachers and particularly students in 
managing access to dramatic texts and performances. 
Table 2.3 - Independent variables 
 TEXTS PERFORMANCE 
SCHOOL’S CENSORSHIP 
POLICY Why do you censor texts? 
Why do you censor 
performances? 
SCHOOL’S CENSORSHIP 
PRACTICE How do you censor texts? 
How do you censor 
performances? 
RESPONDENT’S VIEWS 
ON CENSORSHIP 
Why and how should you 
censor texts? 
Why and how should you censor 
performances?  
 
With further thematising and hypothesising focused on interrogating the factors that may be 
motivating and influencing censorship in schools, the following specific variables for inquiry 
emerged and are expressed below in Table 2.4. These variables are theoretical conjecture based 
on experience and the literature reviewed (Couts et al., 2013; Kallio, 2014; Leahy, 1998; Lent & 
Pipkin, 2013; Whelan, 2009). Themes for basis of moral or ethical judgements in censorship are 
further refined and expanded in Chapter 8 where NVivo computer assisted coding sees further 
themes and sub-plots emerge from the data. 
The questions in both the interview and the questionnaire are structured around these themes in 
Tables 2.3 and 2.4 (see Appendices 1 & 2). These questions are designed to discover from the 
participant’s perspective, the significance of each variable. They are also designed to measure 
the degree of agreement the participant has with the school’s basis and process for making 
censorship decisions in senior drama curriculum. This design allows for themes to emerge as the 
participants engage, reflect and respond to the questions in both the interview and questionnaire. 
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Table 2.4 - Specific variables  
IDEOLOGICAL 
BASES FOR VALUES 
SCHOOL’S VIEW PARTICIPANT’S VIEW 
TEXTS PERFORMANCE TEXTS PERFORMANCE 
CHURCH doctrine Why & How Why & How Why & How Why & How 
BIBLE Scriptural 
precepts & principles Why & How Why & How Why & How Why & How 
COMMUNITY 
STANDARDS Why & How Why & How Why & How Why & How 
SCHOOL 
ETHOS Why & How Why & How Why & How Why & How 
OTHER Why & How Why & How Why & How Why & How 
 
These ideological bases in Table 2.4 require some explanation and are fully unpacked in the 
context of the interview schedule and questionnaire in the appendices. Below is a brief 
explanation of how each theme for a religious school or individual could be a basis of ethical or 
moral values: 
Church – In this study “Church” refers to Church doctrine and dogma that may influence values 
and moral standards for schools and individuals. It includes particular virtues emphasised by 
religious orders or denominations or diocese.  
Bible – The Bible may be referenced as a basis for values and moral standards within a school 
system, or an individual school. Similarly Biblical authority may be referenced as authoritative 
in an individual’s basis for moral and ethical standards. A critical consideration when 
examining this theme is how a school system, an individual school or an individual interprets 
Biblical precepts and principles. 
Community Standards – Community standards (Office Board of Studies, 2005; OFLC, 2011) 
refers to common community ethical and moral expectations. How these standards are 
determined is central to the research questions. 
This study is intentionally both deductive and inductive allowing posing and addressing 
research questions and assumptions. In the analysis of the participants’ responses, themes 
emerge and inform the coding, classifying and structuring of the findings. Responses will be 
fully discussed in Chapter 8. 
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Stage 2 – Designing 
In designing the interview schedule questions and the questions of the questionnaire (see 
Appendices 1 & 2) effort was made to embed Kvale’s characteristics into the language and 
structure of the questions themselves (1996, p. 30). 
The questions flow from the specific variables and are designed to be open, direct and specific 
(Tuckman, 1972). The open nature of the questions allows for the breadth of possible responses 
to be explored and for the unexpected to emerge. The conversational nature of the questions 
allows for flexible probing for detail and clarification to be sorted. Participants in this context 
can more carefully and clearly articulate what they genuinely believe. The direct nature of the 
questions and their deliberate naiveté are designed to assist the participants to relax. It also 
means the questions themselves do not reveal my personal view, and this in turn avoids the 
danger of leading the participants in a particular direction and limiting reactivity effects. This 
nature of questioning also assists the participants to move away from any guardedness in regard 
to the subject matter of the interview. The specific nature of the questions helps to keep the 
interview focused. 
A funnel design (Anderson, 2011) was created, moving from the broad to the specific, directly 
inquiring about the variables of the study using a systematic approach. It included opportunities 
for the participant to illustrate their responses by inviting them to tell anecdotal stories as 
examples of what they are describing. Specifically it enabled them to express how the event 
affected them and whether it led to change. This structure allowed for reasonably non-
threatening and factual responses to be made at the start of the interview, while I played the part 
of empathetic listener as the interview situation relaxed and became more ‘conversational’ 
(Patton, 2002, pp. 210-211). This encouraged the participants to share more emotive and 
personal reflections later in the interview as they recalled lived stories of significant relevant 
events. These stories and illustrative anecdotes became fuller, freer and franker as the interview 
progressed. The stories told towards the end of each interview were illuminating and clarified 
and contextualised the briefer, more formal responses of the earlier sections of the interview 
(Kvale, 1996). 
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Stage 3 – Interviewing 
Interviews employing a qualitative exploratory form were utilised with each participant. The 
semi-structured interview approach described by Patton (2002) allowed topics and issues to be 
specified in advance in outline form while providing flexible responsive ordering of the 
questions during the course of the interview to naturally flow where the participant was leading. 
This outline approach kept the interview relatively systematic and comprehensive for each 
participant. It also allowed for a fairly conversational tone to be established and for logical gaps 
to be anticipated and closed and for unanticipated issues to emerge and be explored. 
With participant agreement, these semi-structured interviews took place in a convenient room at 
the researcher’s or participant’s workplace and were videotaped to allow for accurate 
transcription that included the non-linguistic context of the participants’ responses such as tone 
of voice, facial expression, body language and interaction with others, objects and space. This 
record of the non-linguistic context of the interviews was very helpful as it provided a greater 
depth of authenticity and contextual clarity to the intended nuanced meaning of the participant. 
Interpreting the contextual meaning of participants’ responses is key to the interpretive 
paradigm of research (O'Toole, 2006, p. 65; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
The interviews lasted between 45 and 70 minutes. Having a video camera present did create a 
sense of formality and stiffness in the early stages of the interview, but this soon dissipated and 
by the end of the interview the camera seemed to be largely forgotten. 
The research tools were designed to create a catalyst effect for the participants, as they 
considered and reflected on their beliefs and practice regarding censorship. As an active 
participant within the study, the researcher acted as a sounding board interpreting responses 
through the lens of my own experiences. Through the introduction of ideas and by providing a 
reflective space for the participants, they were led to explore their views, with the intended 
outcome being a clarification and development of their own views and, through their 
professional influence, school policy and practice. 
The participants’ answers are occasionally acknowledged by my paralinguistic cues such as 
nodding and repetition or rephrasing of the response provided. Efforts were made throughout 
the interviews to avoid giving cues or signals regarding what I thought or wanted to hear. The 
language was conversational and colloquial yet focused, straightforward and brief. As far as 
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possible the words of the interview question schedule were asked verbatim for each interview. 
My dress was consistent for each interview wearing my work suit and conducting the interviews 
during or directly following business hours depending on each participant’s availability at either 
their workplace or mine. I attempted as far as possible to keep the conditions of the interviews 
semi-formal and consistent. 
Stage 4 – Transcribing 
I transcribed all the interviews recording every word spoken and the paralinguistic semiotics of 
the social interaction to record and interpret the context of the responses. Transcribing each 
interview myself provided me with great familiarity with the participants’ views and 
opportunity for further reflection on these interactions. Using video as a method of recording 
these interviews mitigated issues of de-contextualised language (Scheurich, 1995, p. 240), 
visual and non-verbal aspects being filtered out (Mishler, 1991, p. 260) and misinterpretation 
(Kvale, 1996, pp. 166-167).  
Stage 5 – Analysing: The art of interpretation 
The principles described by McLeod and Balamoutsou (2000) are employed in the micro-
analysis of a segment of the participant’s transcript having been identified as a story with a 
logical temporal sequence of beginning, middle and end. The final question in the interview 
schedule (see Appendix 1) invites participants to recount incidents of HSC Drama censorship in 
their school. These stories are analysed using Labov’s (1967) criterion of narrative structure: 
orientation, complicating action, evaluation, resolution and coda and Mischler’s (1986) method 
of reduction to ‘core narrative’. These core narratives distilled from the final question of the 
interviews are fully reported in Chapter 4. The core narrative is the most central component of 
narrative analysis representing the essential meaning of the identified narrative. Words and 
phrases that detract from the focus of the narrative are deleted leaving a core story of specific 
action in response to an expressed problem. Meaning is derived through the exegesis of the 
participant’s story examining not just its content but interpreting this content through careful 
and systematic examination of its many faceted contexts and subplots (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, 
p. 3). The storytelling itself, including its subtexts, as communicated through linguistic choices 
and the interpersonal manner through which the story is told, is analysed for meaning. The core 
narrative is not the only statement that is made in the story but the one that is most plausible. Its 
significance comes from the participant because they either directly or indirectly, through 
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emphasis or repetition, say so. 
Further analysis was completed through observing patterns of recurring ideas across segments 
of interviews and questionnaires. Themes were identified, coded, analysed and synthesised and 
are fully reported in the case study chapters 5-7. These patterns of ideas and themes analysed 
across all three case studies were utilised to answer the research questions. 
From initial analysis of two completed interviews and questionnaires two themes for each 
research question emerged. Each theme has a number of sub-themes expressed by one or more 
participants (see Table 2.5). These themes and sub-themes have resonance with the general 
themes expressed in the literature reviewed in Chapter 1 and form the basis for the coding of the 
collected data of this study. 
Table 2.5 - Emerging themes 
CENSORSHIP PROCESS – ‘HOW’ 
THEME SUB-THEME 
SELF-CENSORSHIP (Theme 1) Teacher self-censorship 
 Student self-censorship 
IMPOSED CENSORSHIP (Theme 2) Formal challenge (Parent) 
 Executive staff censorship 
 Teacher censorship 
CENSORSHIP BASIS – ‘WHY’ 
FEAR (Theme 3) Fear of parental disapproval 
 Fear of executive staff disapproval 
 Fear of tarnished school reputation 
IDEOLOGICAL POSITION (Theme 4) Religious position 
 Educational merit 
 Personal ethics 
 Age/student appropriate  
 Community standards 
  
Computer assisted analysis was employed across the entire data set to further crystallise the 
findings of this study. NVivo software assists with some of the meta-analysis of the data. Each 
code and sub-code was not only analysed for frequency but was summarised and then 
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synthesised into an executive summary for meaning (Bazeley, 2013; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
Each code and sub-code was read, and a summary of each participant’s view constructed. To 
synthesise this analysis, an executive summary of the findings of each code and sub-code was 
distilled to the core essence of the findings relevant to each code and sub-code. Appendix 9 
provides an example of this analysis. Codes were further refined into units of meaning with 
further sub-codes and themes emerging as this analysis developed. Computer assisted reports 
were run to explore relationships between variables such as school systems and ideological 
basis for censorship to explore patterns and themes by case. This analysis is fully reported in 
Chapter 8. An example of this computer aided analysis and coding is provided below of Theme 
4 – Basis for censorship (see Table 2.6). The figures record the frequency that each code is 
relevantly mentioned across all participant interviews and follow-up questionnaires. 
Table 2.6 - Computer coded questionnaire and interview responses 
 A: Interviews B: Questionnaires 
Theme 4  
Basis For Decisions (Total) 240 36 
Board of Studies Advice to Schools 21 4 
Educational Value – Merit 28 8 
Special Needs of Students 16 6 
Age-appropriate 26 4 
Other School Staff Concerns 3 0 
Parental and Public Concerns 57 4 
Personal Ethics 16 6 
Personal Religious Convictions 5 3 
School’s Ethical Position 29 3 
School’s Reputation 11 2 
School’s Theological Position 54 0 
Needs of Audience 10 1 
 
The frequency analysis alone suggests that parental and public concern (57) and the 
ideology/theology of the school system (54) are motivators and influences in the censorship 
process in the minds of the participants. This coded analysis of the entire data set is fully 
reported in Chapter 8. 
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2. Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was designed in concert with the interview schedule and allowed participants, 
in a more reflective mode, to record their perspectives. It was semi-structured following the 
same general topics covered in the interview with freedom for the participants to raise issues 
that emerge from their earlier interview. It used both ordinal-data from Likert scales designed 
from each topic in the interview schedule and open-ended questions that align with questions 
from the interview schedule (see Appendices 1 & 2). The ordinal data is not designed for 
statistical analysis. It is interrogated in concert with the interview responses. This is a form of 
crystallisation and as such is intended to reveal points of resonance and contrast. This additional 
data collected at a later time and in a different mode provides a mechanism to confirm or 
challenge and thus refine interpretations made through the analysis of the interview data 
(Maxwell, 2012; Janesick, 2000; Strauss & Corbin 1998). 
The open questions of the questionnaire are a third mode by which participants responded to the 
research questions. The data collected from these open questions were analysed using the same 
narrative analysis and computer assisted coding as described above. This third source of 
participant response to the research questions provided the study with greater credibility and 
trustworthiness (Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000) and limited ‘reactivity effects’ 
(Maxwell, 2012, p. 124) by the nature of the tool being a questionnaire and by providing a 
further perspective on the views of the participants. 
The next section of this chapter describes how the case study chapters have been organised and 
structured to systematically report the analysis of the participants’ responses. The same 
organisational structure is applied to the three case study chapters to facilitate comparison and 
contrast between cases. 
Case study chapter structure 
To report the identified themes and sub-themes across the case study contexts, the case study 
chapters are organised into headings based on the four themes that emerged from the 
preliminary analysis of the collected material and the reviewed literature. These four identified 
emerging themes (see Table 2.5) allow a single framework for organising the reporting of 
participant responses across the three case studies. These themes and sub-themes are compared 
and contrasted within and across case studies. Theme 1 and 2 as they apply to text censorship 
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and performance censorship are reported separately. This allows the differences and similarities 
of approach between the censorship of texts and the censorship of performances to be identified. 
The case study chapters are therefore structured under the following headings and subheadings: 
HOW TEXTS ARE CENSORED 
Theme 1 Self-Censorship 
Teacher self-censorship 
Student self-censorship 
Theme 2 Imposed Censorship 
Formal challenge 
Teacher censorship 
Executive staff censorship 
HOW PERFORMANCES ARE CENSORED 
Theme 1 Self-Censorship 
Teacher self-censorship 
Student self-censorship 
Theme 2 Imposed Censorship 
Formal challenge 
Teacher censorship 
Executive staff censorship 
WHY CENSORSHIP OCCURS 
Theme 3 Fear 
 Fear of parental disapproval 
 Fear of executive staff disapproval 
 Fear of tarnished school reputation 
Theme 4 Ideological Basis  
 Religious position 
 Educational merit 
 Personal ethics 
 Age-appropriate and individual student needs 
 Community standards. 
These themes and sub-themes have been defined and discussed in some detail in Chapter 1. The 
sub-themes under theme 4 Ideological Positions, however, require some brief expansion. 
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Religious position refers to an ethical or moral position on censorship with a basis in some 
religious justification for this position. 
Educational Merit refers to an argument for inclusion or exclusion of material based upon the 
perceived value of the material to the educational needs of the students for whom it is intended.  
Personal Ethics refers to a position justified by the personal values and morals of the participant 
as opposed to an argument mounted on the grounds of the school’s position and principles. 
Age/student Appropriate refers to any argument that has as its bases principles aligning with a 
Lockean view of the child as described in Chapter 1. This includes individual needs of students.  
Community Standards has been previously defined in Chapter 1. 
Within the three case studies, the position held at the school (that is teacher, faculty head or 
curriculum executive) provides a contrasting perspective on censorship. Each position within 
the school’s hierarchy has varying concerns, accountabilities and pressures influencing the 
management of censorship. Themes related to managerial position, agency, power and 
hegemony are identified and examined in the context of the varying influences, specific to the 
school system that bounds each case study. 
The contexts of each case study are identified to provide a rich and deep understanding of the 
views expressed by the participants. Chapter 3 that follows provides this contextualisation for 
each case study to illuminate and position the participants’ responses reported in their core 
narratives in Chapter 4 and their other responses as reported in each case study in chapters 5-7. 
The participant’s personal views on censorship are counterpointed with their view of their 
school’s policy and practice. This counterpoint reveals where censorship policy and protocols 
are seen by the participants to be appropriate and effective, and where the participants identify 
opportunities for enhancement and improvement in policy and practice. Any suggested 
principles and protocols for improved censorship practice are distilled from the participants’ 
views. These reported views are summarised, analysed and synthesised at the conclusion of 
each case study chapter. These views inform the constructing of a school censorship conceptual 
framework and review process that is the focus of Chapter 9. 
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Limitations of the study 
A limitation of any research of this kind is the subjectivity of self-reporting participants and 
self-reporting researcher who conducts, selects, analyses and reports these constructed meanings 
and findings. Mood, intention and experience all shape the interpretation and construction of the 
reality observed and reported (Chase, 2008). These findings and interpretations are not a 
definitive position but one person’s attempt at constructing credible and useful meaning. 
Due to the constructivist nature of this methodology the possibility of multiple interpretations 
from the same material is unavoidable (Ayers & Poirier, 1995; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Other 
interpretations may be markedly different. The interpretation and findings are subjective and 
seen through the lens of my own socio-cultural context. As such it may contain unintended bias. 
This study is also confined to the perspectives of teachers and school leaders in its participants. 
The views and voices of other significant stakeholders, particularly parents and students, are 
present only as they are reported by the teacher and school leader participants’ perspective. It is 
a recommendation at the conclusion of this study that further study in this area should include 
investigating the views of both parents and students to broaden and inform this discourse. 
A further limitation is the lack of generalizability of this inquiry’s findings (Stake, 2008). With 
nine participants’ views reflected in this study, it cannot claim to be representative of the 
population of non-government religious schools in New South Wales, and their censorship 
activity. However, this study’s findings can claim to contain rich understandings that are 
credible and potentially transferable to other schooling contexts (Clandinin, 2007). 
As an informed practitioner in the field the researcher brings his unintended bias as well as his 
knowledge and experience to the interviews and the analysis of the participants’ various 
responses. This is both a limitation and a strength as ‘the researcher’s subjectivity carries with it 
skills, knowledge and understandings that add to the meaning of the research’ (Beattie, 1995, p. 
39). The implications here are that the findings of this study and the review process it proposes 
come from a socially constructed reflection of themes from the participants’ views and my own 
views that are consistent with or in contrast to the literature reviewed. This interpretation is 
through one researcher’s lens and other interpretations of this material may yield other 
meanings that may be explored in further studies and interrogations of this data. 
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Ethical issues 
Ethical issues addressed in this study answer questions of consent, confidentiality and 
consequences for the participants and schools involved. 
Informed Consent: 
The topic of the study and its intentions are explained both verbally and in writing and written 
consent (Appendices 3 & 4) is obtained from all participants addressing the following: 
1. Consent to participate 
2. Consent to allow their responses to be used as data in the study which will be published 
3. Consent that the data once collected for the study is the property of the researcher. 
Confidentiality: 
All participants were informed that all responses are ‘on the record’ unless otherwise requested. 
If a participant wishes to make an ‘off the record’ response, then the anonymity of the source of 
this data is maintained however, the data itself may be used for analysis purposes. Participants 
may at any time conclude interviews, refrain from responding to questions asked or withdraw 
from the study without any consequence or question. 
Consequences: 
Participants in the study were informed in writing that participation in the study should be 
beneficial and non-malevolent. Consequences of the interview should be: 
1. To promote dialogue and effect effective positive change in policy and practice in 
censorship in their school and beyond 
2. Personally educative and assist in clarifying thinking and professional practice 
3. To provide a vehicle for the participant’s views to find voice and influence. 
A possible negative consequence of participating in the study is a discord between school values 
and personal values of a participant being apparent and potentially placing participants in an 
awkward position in their place of employment. Participant identity is protected as far as 
possible including the use of pseudonyms and limiting the amount of personal information and 
school information disclosed to protect participant and school confidentiality. 
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Having explained where this research sits in the field of qualitative inquiry and outlined the 
methods and instruments to be employed to investigate the research questions, the next chapter 
(Chapter 3) will contextualise the three non-government religious school systems that constitute 
the three case studies of this inquiry providing clarifying insights into the context they each 
inhabit. Chapter 4 specifically analyses and synthesises the core narratives of censorship events 
as told by each of the participants at the conclusion of their interviews. A chapter then reports 
on each case study. Chapters 5, 6 & 7 structured with the headings described above, report the 
participants’ responses relevant to the research question and the identified themes. To conclude, 
an analysis of all the participants’ responses is coded and with the assistance of NVivo software 
a ‘bricolage’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, pp. 4-5) and ‘crystallisation’ (Janesick, 2000) of 
findings is presented in Chapter 8. Finally the participants’ insights, the insights of the reviewed 
literature and my own observations are synthesised into a proposed school censorship 
conceptual framework and review process in the final chapter (Chapter 9) of this thesis. 
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Chapter 3 Contextualising the Case Studies 
Introduction 
This chapter provides background and context for the three case studies that are the focus of this 
investigation. Each of these religious school systems has a particular history, heritage and 
context that influence their ideology. This chapter will describe this context through an 
investigation of the history, traditions and ideology of each bounded case study. Though the 
three school systems which form the focus of the three case studies are identified and 
contextualised, the schools themselves are not identified in this study to maintain the anonymity 
of the schools and the participants. However, some relevant school context, including each 
school’s ICSEA score, has been provided in Table 2.2 in the previous chapter and further 
specific school context is provided where this does not risk identifying the school. 
Religious schools in Australia 
In the 2013 census the Australian Bureau of Statistics notes that “Despite the continuing growth 
in the non-government sector, government schools remained the major provider of school 
education in Australia in 2013, with nearly twice as many students attending government 
schools (2,375,024) as non-government schools (1,270,495)” (2014). Jenifer Buckingham from 
the Centre of Independent Studies, published a seminal paper investigating this rise in the non-
government sector schooling in Australia in 2010. Buckingham reports that the vast majority, 
over 90%, of these non-government schools in Australia are religious schools. This high 
percentage of religious schools is unique to Australia in comparison to America (68%), England 
(33%) and Switzerland (13%) (Buckingham, 2010, p. 9). 
Table 3.1 (Buckingham, 2010, p. 3) illustrates the changing landscape of these three Australian 
religious school systems over the last four decades. Understanding how these Australian 
religious school systems originated and developed provides some insight into the forces that 
shape their context and ideology. This context and ideology fundamentally influences each 
school system’s model of governance and approach to curriculum censorship. 
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Table 3.1 - Enrolments in Australian religious schools 1976-2006 (Buckingham, 2010, p. 3) 
 Catholic Anglican Other Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. 
1976 498,583 80% 50,833 8% 75,403 12% 624,819 
1986 581,023 73% 71,624 9% 140,941 18% 793,588 
1996 615,572 67% 91,945 10% 213,941 23% 921,458 
2006 679,408 60% 128,109 11% 319,497 28% 1,127,014 
20129 736,595 59% 147,715 12% 363,297 29% 1,247,607 
 
This table illustrates some notable changes in enrolment patterns in these school systems. The 
three school systems all show growth in enrolments over the last four decades. However, 
relative rates of growth are in decline in the Catholic schools moving from 80% to 60% of all 
non-government schools, moderate in Anglican schools moving from 8% to 12% of all non-
government schools, and significantly there is substantial growth in the new ‘fundamentalist’ 
Christian schools growing from just over 75,000 students enrolled in 1976 to almost 365,000 
students by 2012 (Low, 2013).  
Prior to the emergence of these new Christian schools in the 1970s, Australia reflected the 
religious schools of England whose non-government schools were also 90% religious at this 
time. 
The tradition of church control over schools was well entrenched in England by 
the time British colonies were established in Australia. Even the leaders of the 
Reformation in England accepted the notion that the church was responsible for 
schools. In 1788 British colonists brought to Australia a belief in schools as 
religious in character, controlled by clergymen and subject to the laws of the 
church and the State. It is no surprise that the Christian churches were influential 
in establishing the first schools in the new Australian colonies (Ryan, 1997, p. 1). 
These schools in England and Australia are associated with the two major denominations, 
Catholicism and Anglicanism and emerged from this paradigm: that education is a chief 
                                                
9 The 2012 figures in this table are calculated from Australian Bureau of Statistics and McCrindle Research – A 
Snapshot of Schools in Australia. 
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responsibility of the church. 
Today the landscape in Australia has changed dramatically with the proportion of Catholic and 
Anglican schools dropping to less than 70% of non-government schools. The remaining 30% of 
non-government schools are affiliated with a large array of newly emerging, predominantly 
fundamentalist Christian schools (Buckingham, 2010; Low, 2013). 
The new Christian denominations are often called ‘fundamentalist’ churches but 
can be further broken down into Pentecostal, Evangelical and charismatic 
congregations. There are to outsiders subtle variations among them, but the 
common characteristic is a commitment to the Bible as a literal text. Older, 
established Christian churches tolerate some modern interpretation of the Bible 
based on historical context, and are therefore not considered ‘fundamentalist’ 
(Buckingham, 2010, p. 29). 
This ideological distinction between the Christian school and the traditional Catholic and 
Protestant church school has been a challenge to the traditional church schools (Symes & 
Gulson, 2008). The majority of growth in these low-fee schools has been from government 
schools, however, there has been a recent reversal of this trend (ABS, 2014).  
The possible reasons for this exodus from government schools to these new Christian schools 
has been the source of various studies and investigations (Campbell, Proctor, & Sherington, 
2009; Symes & Gulson, 2008). Symes and Gulson (2008) propose a disenchantment with the 
public school system in the 1980s. This disillusionment is an unintended consequence of the 
expansion of government academically selective schools. As the higher performing government 
school students enrolled into the selective State high schools, there arose the unintended effect 
of eroding the academic culture and standards of the comprehensive State high schools. Parents 
of students who were not accepted into the selective high schools began looking for other 
affordable options as they saw the decline of the academic standing of their local high school 
(Symes & Gulson, 2008). Evidence for this is found in ‘a number of surveys that show while 
parents make a commitment to the school’s Christian ethos and values to secure their child’s 
enrolment, their primary reason is not the school’s religious affiliation but other factors’ 
(Buckingham, 2010, p. 9).  
Toovey (2013) in her article for The Sydney Morning Herald quotes Dr Helen Proctor one of 
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the researchers in the study cited above: 
‘What they were trying to choose was a non-public school because they were 
disaffected with public schools, one way or the other,’ she says. In Australia, 
almost all private schools have some religious affiliation. The choice is often akin 
to a ‘cost-benefit analysis’, she says. ‘The benefit was that it’s a private school – 
it’s got good facilities, good academic results, nice new buildings and the cost 
might be that it’s a bit religious. 
 
‘John (not his real name), a Sydney father and lapsed Catholic, says he and his 
wife had their three children baptised for the sole reason that it may eventually 
help them secure a place at a Catholic high school. ‘Philosophically, we would 
prefer to have a secular government education for our children,’ he says. But John 
says he would not send his son to the local public boys’ high school, which he 
believes has a poor reputation, particularly where discipline is concerned. He 
feels his son will perform better academically at a private school. ‘I don't 
necessarily want them to have a religious education, that troubles me a little bit,’ 
John says. ‘It’s a trade-off’ (Toovey, 2013). 
Proctor argues there is often a tension of ideology and values between parents and the school 
(Toovey, 2013). This is reported as a common position of parents whose children attend these 
religious schools (Campbell et al., 2009). 
The growth in enrolments in religious schools is inverse to the nation’s growing secularisation 
over this same four-decade period. The Australian Bureau of Statistics census data on a number 
of measures, demonstrates that religious affiliation in the nation has waned rapidly over this 
time (ABS, 2013). Where this same phenomenon saw the decline of religious schools in 
England, here in Australia there has been an escalation in the numbers of new ‘fundamentalist’ 
Christian schools (Low, 2013). This evidence reinforces the argument that the movement from 
government schools to the new fundamentalist Christian schools in Australia over this period, is 
not based on religious reasons but on ‘other factors’ (Buckingham, 2010; Campbell et al., 2009; 
Potts, 2000; Symes & Gulson, 2008; Toovey, 2013). Understanding what these ‘other factors’ 
are that are promoting this rise in Christian school enrolments will assist in understanding the 
ideological position of parents and schools in this Christian school context. 
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Potts (2000) lists six factors that parents identified for moving away from the government 
school system in the late 1980s early 1990s into these new Christian schools in Australia: 
1. Preserving culture and values that they felt State schools did not uphold 
2. Families with high academic aspirations found the comprehensive public high school 
unappealing 
3. Militant teacher unions and consistent strike action reflected poorly on State schools 
4. Lack of a parent voice and responsiveness to concerns by State high schools 
5. Enforcement of ‘catchment areas’ denying choice among State schools 
6. Lack of opportunity to select peer groups by avoiding schools with difficult students. 
Many of these same factors are identified by Campbell, Proctor and Sherington (2009) who 
found a rising expectation among Australian middle-class parents to exercise choice in selecting 
a school for their children. Buckingham cites a study by Barcan that found ‘values’ were the 
‘drawcard rather than religion per se’ to these new Christian schools (Buckingham, 2010, p. 8). 
This is a finding also supported by Campbell et al (2009). 
Buckingham (2010) asserts a ‘powerful drawcard’ to these new Christian schools is economic 
(Buckingham, 2010, p. 7). Changes to the federal funding of non-government schools made it 
possible for these new Christian schools to charge relatively low-fees due to the significant 
increases in federal government funding for these schools. The legislative change also supported 
the start-up of these schools by allowing schools to commence with full funding with very small 
enrolment numbers. Almost any church congregation in Australia that wished to open its own 
school was able to do so with relatively little financial burden. 
Dowling’s (2007) analysis of the history of Commonwealth spending for the Australian Council 
for Educational Research (ACER) confirms this link between federal government funding 
increases and enrolment increases in these new Christian schools. Dowling demonstrates that 
‘the two points when federal funds to non-government schools relative to government schools 
jumped markedly — 1979–82 and 2000–06 — coincide with the years of highest enrolment 
growth in non-government schools’ (Buckingham, 2010, p. 7) (see Table 8). 
In this context, many parents of these schools are less likely to subscribe a theological basis for 
curriculum. As such censorship standards are likely to be considered through a lens of values 
and community standards rather than a religious position by many parents. 
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Having established the broad context of these religious schools and the influences for their 
recent rapid growth in Australia, the following three sections will explore each particular case 
study context describing their history, milieu, governance and ideology. 
Catholic school system milieu 
The Catholic Church has been the most significant provider of religious schooling in New South 
Wales since the eighteenth century. ‘One of the difficulties in describing Catholic education is 
that there is no such thing as a typical Catholic educational institution’ (Justins, 2002, p. 12). 
Flynn (2002) identifies this wide range of approaches across Catholic schools being partly a 
reflection of the difference in style and approach to the varying foundational Catholic religious 
orders. 
Historically Catholic schools in Australia were managed and staffed by Catholic religious 
teachers, that is priests and nuns, but today they are predominantly staffed by lay teachers and 
not all staff are practising Catholics (Tinsey, 1998). This shift to lay teaching staff is 
predominantly due to the diminishing numbers of priests and nuns available to staff Catholic 
schools over the past forty years along with the expansion of this school system with the 
increase in federal funding as described above. What has emerged is a tension of paradigms 
between the lay professional educators and the religious orders that oversee Catholic education 
(Tinsey, 1998). Keane and Keane (1997) provide some insight to this tension. In their study, a 
priest participant describes what he believes Catholic schoolteachers should exemplify in their 
personal and professional practice.  
What teachers believe about the purpose of living, about how people learn and 
grow, about what’s worth knowing, about the perceived relevance of Jesus and his 
life to us and our world, and how they demonstrate this in their lives and work, is 
crucial to the maintenance of the quality Catholic school (1997, p. 5). 
The ideal is not always operative for teaching staff working in Catholic schools and can create a 
problematic discordance (Flyn & Mok, 2002). This discordance can create a tension for teachers 
fearful to exercise decisions of censorship when their personal beliefs do not align with 
institutional expectations (Blaxland, 2000). 
The shift to lay teaching and executive staff in Catholic schools has also seen a growing 
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liberalism in curriculum policy to varying degrees in Catholic schools over the last forty years 
(Flynn & Mok, 2002; Tinsey, 1998). In the Lismore diocese of New South Wales Tinsley 
(1998) found ‘considerable variation’ between the religious perceptions and priorities and those 
of the lay teaching staff. ‘Many teachers believed that the religious were “out of touch” and 
unrealistic in their expectations of schools and teachers. Many priests, on the other hand, 
considered that teachers had generally lost a sense of “vocation” and religious motivation for 
their involvement in Catholic schools’ (Tinsey, 1998, p. xv). Assuming the trend Tinsey 
identifies has continued since 1998, it could be anticipated that the current situation is that there 
is an even more distant separation between the paradigms and perceptions of the Catholic 
religious orders who oversee these schools and the lay teaching staff who staff them. 
This school system is not monochromatic but is quite diverse philosophically. As Flynn (2002) 
describes the degree of religious influence in Catholic schools in New South Wales varies from 
school to school and diocese to diocese. 
There are two Catholic schools represented in the Catholic school system case study 
(Chapter 5). The two schools are representative of the similarities and differences described 
here. There is much that is similar in their basic ideologies and approach; however the degree of 
religious influence in their current governance is quite contrasting with the higher ACSEA score 
school (see Table 2.2) being identified by the participant Hero as being liberal in its 
philosophical and theological position. These two schools are from different Catholic religious 
orders that, for the purposes of anonymity, will not be identified. Together however, the two 
schools represent a range of philosophical approaches of Catholic schooling in New South 
Wales with one being reasonably liberal and the other very liberal in its theological and 
ideological position on censorship. 
The next section examines and describes the context of the Christian school system that is the 
focus of the second case study. 
Christian school system milieu 
There is only one school from this system represented in the case study in Chapter 6. It is a 
large and well-established K–12 co-educational school that is reasonably representative of 
schools in this system but described by the three participants as being towards the more liberal 
end of the spectrum of Christian schools they have worked in and experienced. 
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 ‘In 1996, 28% of fundamentalist Christian students attended independent schools, increasing to 
40% in 2006’ (Buckingham, 2010, p. ix). This recent substantial growth in this school system 
has made it one of the largest providers of faith-based education in New South Wales (see Table 
3.1). 
The Christian School movement is a relatively new schooling movement in the Australian 
context. It originated from a wave of Dutch immigrants with a reformed or ‘Calvinist’ theology 
and the first schools of its type commenced in Australia in the 1950s (Justins, 2002). These 
schools emerged as a Protestant low-fee alternative to the elite Anglican/Protestant high-fee 
private schools and the secular government school system in New South Wales.  
‘The Howard Coalition government (1996–2007) initiated two significant 
changes: 
1. Abolishing the restrictive New Schools Policy in 1996, making it easier 
for new non-government schools to open 
2. Introducing a new non-government school funding system in 2001, 
making many small religious schools eligible for large increases in 
funding. 
These two reforms enabled the establishment of relatively low-fee, non-
government schools; mostly … fundamentalist Christian schools affiliated with 
newly popular Christian denominations. These schools were quickly filled by 
families who had previously not been able to afford non-government schools’ 
(Buckingham, 2010, p. 2).  
Table 3.2 below illustrates a significant movement from the government school sector to these 
new fundamentalist Christian schools from predominantly Protestant families. Anglican 
students (highlighted) considerably drop in enrolments in government schools from 1996 to 
2006 with over 100,000 students leaving State schools and moving to non-government schools 
during this time. 
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Table 3.2 - Religious affiliation of students by school type 1996 and 2006 (Buckingham, 2010)  
 
 
With the growing disillusionment with government schooling (Campbell et al., 2009) the 
ground was fertile for the growth of such schools amongst middle and working class Protestants 
whose children had previously attended comprehensive government schools (Toovey, 2013). 
The popularity of these schools substantially increased over the next decades under two main 
affiliations, Parent Controlled Christian Schools and Christian Community Schools (Justins, 
2002). 
These were not school systems but an affiliation of like-minded independent Christian schools 
which grew into a school system under the banner of Christian Schools Australia (Justins, 
2002). A central tenet in these new schools is an overt Christian curriculum and a school 
‘controlled’ by parents aligned with an evangelical theology. 
The school that is the focus of the case study in Chapter 6 is a member school of Christian 
Schools Australia having begun as an affiliated school with Community Christian Schools. It is 
a K–12 co-educational school with a governing board of Christian parents elected from the 
school’s parents association. It describes itself as evangelical and is influenced in its ideology 
by the Dutch Reformed heritage of the Christian School movement. The school is described in 
general terms to provide context but withholding further detail to ensure the school is not 
 Anglican  -21.8
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identifiable. 
This Dutch reformed ideology is ubiquitous amongst Christian schools and is part of their 
foundational DNA (Justins, 2002). The fundamentalist position of the Christian school 
movement is expressed in their statements of belief which for all these schools express ‘a belief 
that the Bible is the inerrant word of God and primary source of His revelation’ (Justins, 2002, 
p. 82). All staff and parents who wish to work at the school or join the parents’ association must 
sign this statement of belief and agree to align themselves to upholding it as contingent on 
employment or enrolment (Justins, 2002, p. 82). 
This requirement is a distinctive feature of this school system where a biblical position is held 
as the primary source of authority in deciding all matters of policy (Justins, 2002). The 
difficulty comes of course in deciding whose biblical interpretation it is that will be the 
definitive arbiter when it comes to deciding matters such as curriculum censorship. This is 
further complicated if many of the parents and students who have moved to these schools have 
done so for ‘other’ than religious reasons (Campbell et al., 2009; Toovey, 2013) 
The other particularly distinctive ideological position of these Christian schools is the degree of 
parental influence in the determination of school curriculum. This dynamic of parental ‘control’ 
creates a significant issue of power and hegemony. This context creates ongoing difficulties 
with resolving the management of curriculum in these schools. As an example of this dynamic 
Justins quotes a Christian school principal one of the participants in his study– ‘Parent control 
varied from school to school and parents had different thoughts. Some thought it was okay to go 
into their child's classroom and start dictating things’ (2002, p. 126). 
The next section will outline the context of the Anglican/Protestant school system that is the 
focus of the third and final case study in Chapter 7. 
Anglican school system milieu 
Independent Anglican schools cover a broad spectrum of religious and ideological beliefs. 
Anglican schools emerged as part of the denominational schools that were established early in 
this nation’s history. These schools were noted for their excellent educational and discipline 
standards and became the preserve of the affluent as the vast majority of the population could 
not afford to send their children to these high-fee independent schools. ‘Since the late 19th 
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Century, Anglican schools have customarily offered a liberal Christian education, with an 
academic focus, provided largely for wealthier Australian families’ (Justins, 2002, p. 15). 
A more liberal approach to the hiring of Christian teachers is the normal practice in these 
schools where ‘real practising membership of a church’ should not be ‘the main criterion of 
appointment’ (Curry, 1978, p. 57). Curry argues that staff should reflect the plurality of opinion 
in the general community in these schools. Curry asserts that many Anglican school principals 
agree and are more concerned with qualifications, experience and the ability to contribute to 
educational change than being active members of an Anglican Church congregation. This 
position is reflected in the schools of this study as discussed in Chapter 7. 
There has been something of a shift away from this position in the last two decades. Philip 
Jensen, Dean of St Andrew’s Cathedral, was quoted by David Marr in the Sydney Morning 
Herald arguing for a higher standard for the appointment of Anglican school headmasters and 
headmistresses that should be men and women of demonstrated ‘Christian faith and character … 
committed to and capable of further allegiance to Christ as Lord and the cause of Christian 
education in the school as a church school … only Christian teachers can teach with a consistent 
Christian worldview’ (Marr, 1998). This view was central to the establishment of the Sydney 
Anglican Schools Corporation. Philip Jensen and his brother Peter Jensen the former Anglican 
Archbishop of Sydney were concerned with this drift of Anglican families towards the new low-
fee Christian schools and wished to see the provision of an Anglican alternative for these 
families that provided the same qualities that are seen as attractive in these Christian schools: 
that is affordability, Christian values, an evangelical Christian theology and staffed entirely by 
Christians (Godden, 1996, p. 113). 
In response, the Sydney Anglican Schools Corporation was established with the specific 
mission to create affordable Anglican schools in direct competition with the rapidly growing 
fundamentalist Christian schools. Their vision and mission statement captures this sentiment: 
The Vision of the Corporation is: 
‘Serving Christ by equipping students for His world’ 
and our Mission:  
‘To provide affordable quality Christian education’. 
Under our Mission we have five Objectives: 
1. to provide high quality education that is shaped by the Bible 
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2. to communicate in word and deed the gospel of Jesus Christ to students, staff, 
parents and the wider community 
3. to provide education that is financially accessible to local communities 
4. to operate the Corporation efficiently 
5. to grow the Corporation (retrieved from www.sasc.nsw.edu.au  2013) 
These new ‘affordable’ Anglican schools as part of their founding ethos expressed a strong 
religious and biblical focus similar in tone and nature to the Christian schools with whom they 
were competing. However, their ideological position was not fundamentalist nor their 
governance ‘parent-controlled’. These schools have also begun to compete with the elite higher 
fee traditional Anglican schools. The effect of this competition has seen a revitalisation amongst 
some of the traditional high-fee elite Anglican schools back to their religious values and 
traditions (Buckingham, 2010). However, other high-fee traditional Anglican schools are less 
affected by this and have maintained their focus on academic standards and liberal values. This 
revitalisation of religious ethos and mission in some of these traditional high-fee Anglican 
schools was no doubt driven by other factors including influence from the former Archbishop of 
Sydney Peter Jensen who appointed principals to Anglican schools who support an Anglican 
mission and evangelical ideology as described earlier in Marr’s Article (1998). 
There does not appear to be a consensus regarding the values that Anglican 
schools espouse. Many traditional Anglican schools continue to provide a liberal 
education for the wider community emphasising Christian morality and ethics, 
academic achievement, sporting success and capable leadership. However, there 
are those within the Anglican communion in Australia, who believe that 
Anglican schooling should be made more explicitly Christian and the 
establishment of a number of low-fee Anglican schools may be regarded as a 
response, at least in part, to this conviction (Justins, 2002, p. 18). 
These traditional elite Protestant schools have a long-standing reputation for delivering 
educational excellence in a religious tradition. These two elements shape their ideology and 
provide some homogeneity to their approach to and basis for curriculum censorship. For the 
majority of these traditional Protestant schools, the focus on educational excellence has 
surpassed the emphasis on religion (Campbell et al., 2009). There are ‘numerous parent surveys 
indicating that religion is usually not the most important factor in choice of school. It is 
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outweighed by discipline, educational quality, and the school’s capacity to develop their child’s 
potential’ (Buckingham, 2010, p. ix). These two elements are not mutually exclusive and within 
each of the schools in this case study they have not seen the necessity to diminish their 
substantiative value on educational excellence, whether or not they pursue a close or more 
distant relationship with their religious traditions and mission. 
There are three schools from this system represented in the case study in Chapter 7. All three of 
the schools are traditional church schools, which have been shaped by the context described 
above. One of the schools has been greatly influenced to revitalise its traditional Anglican and 
evangelical mission. Another has been largely unaffected and has an almost secular ideological 
basis, while the third school sits between these two positions. This background helps 
contextualise the relevant responses to censorship policy and practice for this case study that is 
reported in Chapter 7. 
Before summarising, synthesising and reporting the findings of the three case studies, the 
following short chapter presents core narratives of incidents of lived censorship told by the 
participants. These core narratives come from stories told by the participants at the conclusion 
of their interviews. At this point of the interview rapport and trust with me as the interviewer 
was at its highest and the participants having discussed censorship in their schools with me for 
some time, were now comfortable to provide rich material through their recounts of an event 
that had affected them personally. Two of the nine participants were either unable or unwilling 
to recount a story of problematic HSC Drama censorship that had affected them. The stories 
reported by the other seven participants provide informative insights relevant to the emerging 
themes of this study. The three case studies with all the data provided by the nine participants 
through interview and questionnaire relevant to censorship of drama curriculum are analysed in 
full in the three case study chapters that follow Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4 Narratives of Censorship Events 
The real heroes are the librarians and teachers who at no small risk to themselves 
 refuse to lie down and play dead for the censors 
 – Bruce Colville (Gutman, 2010) 
Introduction 
This chapter draws out the significant narratives of curriculum censorship events personally 
experienced by the participants of this study. Not every participant shared a censorship story 
that they experienced. Hero (Director of Studies - Catholic School) and Antonio (Director of 
Studies - Anglican School) reported that they could not recollect censorship events that they had 
been involved in directly. However, their responses to other interview and questionnaire 
questions reported in the following case study chapters suggest that they had some experience in 
curriculum censorship. It is possible that due to their senior position they may have felt reluctant 
to respond directly to this final question of the interview, which requested the recount of a 
personal experience of curriculum censorship (see Appendices 1 and 2).  
The other seven participants did recount personal stories of censorship events in which they had 
been directly involved in the management of senior high school drama curriculum in their 
schools when asked this final interview question. As some of the participants work in the same 
schools, these narratives recount the same censorship event from their differing perspective 
evident in the material that follows. These same events retold from differing points of view 
provide insights into the varying perspectives on the rationale (why) and process (how) behind 
the decision to censor in each case. It also provides a variety of perspectives on the impact of 
the decision to censor upon the school community. Directly and indirectly the participants 
through these narratives provide suggestions for how and why censorship should be employed in 
senior high school drama curriculum. These views expressed through these narratives inform 
the suggested censorship framework and process that concludes this study in Chapter 9.  
As described in Chapter 2 the narratives are analysed using Labov’s (1967) criteria of narrative 
structure: orientation, complicating action, evaluation, resolution and coda and Mischler’s 
(1986) method of reduction to ‘core narrative’. Meaning is derived through the exegesis of the 
participant’s story examining not just its crystallised content but interpreting this content 
through careful examination of its many-faceted contexts (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, pp. 3-5). 
The storytelling itself, including its subtexts, as communicated through linguistic choices and 
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the interpersonal manner through which the story is told, is analysed for meaning. Each 
participant was provided a copy of their transcript and analysed narrative and requested to 
confirm or modify the story recounted. No participant requested any modification to their 
narrative as transcribed and analysed but confirmed the accuracy of the story as recounted and 
recorded (see Appendix 6). The narratives in their unedited form can be read in Appendix 8. 
The narratives are presented in two sections that follow. The first examines censorship stories 
related to the censorship of HSC Drama texts and the second section examines stories related to 
the censorship of HSC Drama performances. 
Censorship narratives of HSC Drama texts 
The narratives below are censorship stories involving senior HSC Drama texts set for study. 
Two events are recounted: one from a Catholic school that is reported by both Benedict 
(classroom teacher) and Beatrice (faculty head) who work together in this school. This event 
involves the deletion of some parts of a play text. The second is from a Protestant school 
recounted by Bassanio (faculty head) and involves the censorship of a Board of Studies 
approved HSC Drama text from the school’s proposed senior drama curriculum. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P2 (Benedict) – CATHOLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 16.6.10 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 28.12.12 
CORE NARRATIVE: 
A HSC Drama text for study, Still Angela by Jenny Kemp, has the word ‘cunt’ blanked out 
before the text is provided to students. This censoring of the text has been practised for some 
years on the basis that there is no educational merit to include the offending word it being seen 
as gratuitously provocative by the executive staff at the school. Benedict argues that students 
lack the necessary maturity to handle this word. Further it is argued that censoring the offending 
word does not significantly alter the meaning of the play being studied and therefore has little 
negative educative impact on the study of the text as a whole. 
ABSTRACT: 
P2.56 
Questionable lines we surreptitiously cut out. 
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ORIENTATION: 
P2.56 
We don’t ask them to buy a copy of Still Angela; we provide a copy to them because the ‘c’ 
word is in there. 
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P2.64 
It may have started by a decision by the executive when it was first studied here, but it’s one 
that we actively do every year. 
P2.57 
[Not censoring the offending words from the text] would just be provocative for the sake of 
being provocative.  
EVALUATION: 
P2.56 
Those, little bits of dialogue we don’t feel impacts the meaning of the play, or their 
understanding of the play or their ability to write about the play at an HSC level. 
P2.58 
I don’t think they have the maturity to understand.  
RESOLUTION:  
P2.59 
So we’ve actually made that call to go ‘there is no educational merit for our girls to access 
something like that at our school like ours’. 
CODA: 
P2.60 
I guess at a public school where there are less of those expectations, the decision might be 
different. 
The process and basis for censoring this text appears to be broadly understood and agreed to by 
the teacher, the faculty head and the executive staff. It is a well-established practice for 
managing this particular text. The rationale is expressed as being the lack of educational merit 
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of maintaining the text with the offending word. Benedict expresses a view that it does not out-
weigh the potential harm to the reputation of the college. This is not a view that Beatrice shares 
(see Beatrice narrative of this same event below). Benedict justifies this censorship on grounds 
of the offending word being unnecessarily provocative in a ‘school like ours’. Benedict 
contrasts this as he compares how he might manage this censorship decision in another school 
context such as ‘a public school where there are less of those expectations, the decision might 
be different’. It appears that if operating in a different school context, Benedict would find little 
personal objection to allowing students access to the text in its entirety. Therefore, it would 
seem reasonable to suggest that this instance of censorship is not Benedict’s ideal but rather this 
censorship is a result of the fear of causing ‘provocation’ in this particular school culture. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P3 (Beatrice) – CATHOLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 26.7.08 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 25.2.13 
CORE NARRATIVE: 
The Faculty Head in her account of this same event expresses that she was fearful of potential 
parent reaction. She believed it was wise to bring the text to the attention of the executive before 
proceeding with including the text in the curriculum. The Director of Studies determined that 
the offending word was to be censored in texts to be issued to the students.  
ABSTRACT: 
P3.6 
I had to blacken everything out. 
ORIENTATION: 
P3.3 
I thought if we’re told ‘No’ I’m gonna fight for it because it’s such an amazing play.  
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P3.1 
Still Angela I wanted to do but I knew that one word would be a problem.  
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P3.8 
That’s why I raised it, because I thought, we don’t want a kid taking that play home and 
showing a parent you know, and a parent sort of up in arms ‘What are you teaching my 
children?’ 
P3.9 
I just took it straight to the deputy and said, ‘We have to make a decision on this in a week, 
here’s a copy of the play, here’s the offending problem with it, can you read it and get back to 
me? I’d like to put this on the book list.’  
P3.10 
It was probably no more than a five-minute conversation. It was ‘Oh ok what’s the play about?’ 
and gave her a bit of an outline, told her how I thought it was really interesting theatrically had 
ideas for how I was going to teach it to the students, she went ‘fantastic’ and literally you know 
three days later: ‘Look it’s fine, here’s what I suggest you do’.  
EVALUATION: 
P3.2 
It’s interesting the whole concept of Still Angela, is so interesting theatrically anyway. That was 
the only thing.  
RESOLUTION:  
P3.11 
Yeah if anything happened, that would probably be exactly what I’d do again. [Take a concern 
regarding a text to the deputy for consideration of inclusion in the senior drama syllabus]. 
CODA: 
P3.14 
We teach Summer of the Aliens with the ‘f’ word littered through it, which I don’t find as 
offensive as perhaps and I think in this day and age, the ‘f’ word is out there and about. The ‘c’ 
word less so. I think the ‘c’ word is much more offensive, and being a female school, you know, 
that’s why I thought; ‘Ok hmm I need to draw this [to the deputy’s attention]. I’d never drawn 
the fact that we do Louis Nowra to their attention before because contextually it sort of works. 
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The ‘c’ word works contextually in Still Angela but it’s the difference between those two words, 
and I went - you know what, I’d better get this one run past before we do hmmm. 
The approach and thinking in this example of censorship reveals Beatrice’s sensitivity to 
community values changing overtime and context within her community – ‘… in this day and 
age …’ (Blaxland, 2000a; French, 2003; Schrader, 1996). These standards are discerned by 
Beatrice’s own sensitivities and confidence in judging her school community’s sensitivities. As 
such she felt confident to make a distinction between Summer of the Aliens’ use of the ‘f word’ 
that she felt did not require approval by the executive, and Still Angela’s use of the ‘c word’ that 
she felt did require executive approval. Further to this the decision to censor was also influenced 
by gender – ‘being a female school’. Beatrice and Benedict report that there has been little 
complaint raised regarding the selection of HSC texts for drama. In both their accounts of this 
censorship event there was no reference to religious criteria. The criteria mentioned were 
community sensitivities, gender, educational merit and fear of potential backlash from parents 
and executive staff. 
Censoring the ‘offending’ word is reported by staff and students as fatuous – ‘it kind of defeats 
the purpose in essence. I think if the kids had actually seen the word on the page it probably 
would have been less of a fuss, than if they’d actually seen a black mark now on the page’ 
(Beatrice). Beatrice suggests that this censorship has not been for the benefit of the students but 
for the purposes of avoiding possible complaint from parents. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P6 (Bassanio) – ANGLICAN SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 14.4.08 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 17.3.13 
CORE NARRATIVE: 
A new HSC Drama text Angels in America was to be introduced to the senior drama curriculum. 
The faculty head and the drama teacher of the class believed that despite the potentially 
controversial content that the text explored, its educative value was valuable for their senior 
students to study for the HSC Drama course. The drama teacher thought, due to one or two 
explicit scenes in the play, that the executive should be informed to ratify the decision to include 
the text. In response to this request the deputy reviewed the play. She noted the value of the 
work however, recommended that the entire text be censored due to the risk of offence to some 
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students and parents. 
ABSTRACT: 
P6.4 
[Reported response from deputy] ‘Look I just think it’s probably best not to do it’. 
ORIENTATION: 
P6.1 
We’d been doing American drama [an HSC Drama topic] for a number of years and we decided 
to change and so we looked at the Tragedy section in HSC Drama. So we had Death of a 
Salesman, Angels in America, Oedipus Rex and Antigone … So we had those four texts and 
both my colleague and myself were very familiar with Angels in America and we’d seen it 
performed, we’d seen the HBO film of it and so on. We thought it was a very powerful, very 
theatrical text to work with.  
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P6.2 
We didn’t even think about the content really. And then we were all set to go with that. And I 
think the companion piece was Antigone.  
P6.3 
My colleague read through it before we actually put out the textbook order and so on, said 
‘There’s actually a scene or two here maybe we should check out with management’.  
P6.4 
We both went and saw the deputy and we had a meeting with her in her office, a very amicable 
meeting, and she said ‘Look I just think it’s probably best not to do it. Not because most of the 
students won’t find it fine or have a very positive experience with it but just for the one or two’. 
P6.9 
I mean I was disappointed with the decision because I think it’s a wonderful play and it’s got so 
much to offer in terms of theatre, as does my colleague. 
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EVALUATION: 
P6.14 
The basis has to be the educative value that the student gets from the particular play or text or 
material and in a specific sense the theatrical educative value they get from it, and I think if it 
educates and it does it in a very powerful theatrical way, then I think that should be the basis 
for allowing a text to go through. 
P6.8 
This particular text certainly would have been offering the girls here an experience, which 
would have been foreign to most of them; certainly it would broaden their experience of a very 
pertinent issue in terms of gay politics and what’s happening in the gay community in Australia. 
P6.12 
I guess the school has to look at the whole community and look at it from that point of view. 
P6.7 
There’s going to be a risk with any controversial material and in the end you have to look at 
how on balance the play or the text will play out. 
CONCLUSION/CODA: 
P6.5 
I think it’s probably across the board with independent schools too is this fear of litigation. 
P6.6 
Having had that experience at the school the management were probably even slightly more 
sensitive to it. 
The process by which this censorship occurs includes the following elements: firstly the 
teaching team drew to the attention of the executive staff their concerns rather than waiting for a 
challenge of the text to occur. Secondly the criterion, by which the text was considered, focused 
on the educational merit of the text balanced against the potential risk to the school’s reputation 
and the potential harm to ‘one or two’ students. Thirdly the dialogue is inclusive, reasoned and 
respectful. However, Bassanio is not happy with the final outcome to censor the text because it 
was made for non-educative reasons. There was no reported process or opportunity for Bassanio 
to appeal the decision that he believed was not in the best interests of the students but rather 
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made from fear of potential controversy. 
Bassanio 
I gave it our best shot. We really argued for it as best we could. I can’t see what else we could 
have done. I’d like to find, you know if there are any other ways of making that a more potent 
case. If there are any other ways of moving around that, that would be terrific. But we did try, 
we did put it as hard as we could. 
As the case of the educational merit of the text had been met, Bassanio feels it is a shame that 
fear of a possible challenge to the text, curtailed its inclusion. This is censorship of a text that 
was seen by the head of drama and the drama teacher as having outstanding educational and 
theatrical merit for the students. The deputy validated this view of the text – ‘not because most 
of the students won’t find it fine or have a very positive experience …’ The text was censored 
before it had been challenged or tested to determine whether its inclusion would be viewed as 
problematic by parents or students. 
This narrative reveals a key-motivating factor of censorship is fear of ‘potential’ challenge. It 
also demonstrates that even when amicable dialogue occurs, the outcome to censor is based on 
fear of potential controversy, even when the educative merit of the text for the students of the 
school is uncontested. Bassanio expresses the desire shared by other participants of this study 
for ‘other ways’, in other words an appropriate censorship framework that can be devised to 
arrive at better censorship outcomes for senior students’ education. 
Having explored narratives of text censorship, the second half of this chapter will present 
narratives of censorship of performances reported by the participants at the conclusion of their 
interviews. 
Censorship narratives of HSC Drama performances 
This section explores narratives of censorship of senior high school drama performances. The 
first two incidents are from the Catholic school system and reported by Benedict (classroom 
teacher) and Beatrice (faculty head). Both incidents involve HSC individual performance 
pieces. The next incident is from the Christian school system and is the same incident reported 
by Hermia (classroom teacher), Helena (faculty head) and Lysander (curriculum head) from 
their differing perspectives. This incident involves a Year 12 drama showcase evening of HSC 
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group devised performances. The final narrative is from the Anglican school system and is 
reported by Portia (classroom teacher) involving a play planned for performance that was 
censored. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P2 (Benedict) – CATHOLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 16.6.10 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 12.1.13 
CORE NARRATIVE: 
A public performance of two HSC students’ potentially controversial individual performances 
was justified to the executive of the school on grounds of educational merit and the maturity and 
skill of the students to perform the pieces tastefully. Some elements of the performance were 
altered and others deleted for the public performance of the piece. The performances were not 
censored for the HSC examination. 
ABSTRACT: 
P2.71 
Today I did flag [to the deputy] and say, ‘Here’s some dialogue in here you might want to take 
a look at.’ But appended it with ‘It’s a historical character it is accurate historical information 
about stuff that did happen to her and it’s performed extremely tastefully. There’s nothing even 
slightly gratuitous or provocative about the way it’s blocked and the gestural stuff that the 
student’s doing’.  
ORIENTATION: 
P2.67 
And sometimes they throw a line out and we’ll say, ‘You need to cut that’.  
P2.68 
Or you know stuff actually in performance gesturally. 
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P2.70 
And there’s dialogue in the Mary Antoinette one about her husband not being able to do the 
deed. And ‘He would not touch me’ and ‘Why I am left untouched’ and there’s something about 
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she’s engaged in social parties in France and her husband was the only man who would not 
have had Mary Antoinette. And so again on a purely script level that’s one for example when I 
send scripts over to our pastoral guy [Pastoral Deputy Principal]. 
P2.73 
And it does come down to the way I think that dialogue works in performance really because if 
you gave that script to two different kids, one performance might get through and one might not. 
P2.37 
The example of the Italian courtesan might be a good example because in a way the way I 
justified that choice was to find the social justice perspective.  
P2.38 
There was no other way for a woman of that time to be able to engage in a profession and then 
ironically she’s held up as a witch at the end of it.  
P2.39 
So for me there was that social justice element in terms of what that piece was trying to say. 
And I think intuitively I’ve couched it in that social justice covering I suppose because that 
really is where I see the school’s position in interpreting some of the Gospel texts and what not. 
EVALUATION: 
P2.75  
Both of us [Beatrice and Benedict] are fairly open minded and liberal about the function of 
drama and the way we operate it here in the school and usually as a general rule if we feel 
uncomfortable by what the kids are saying then usually it needs to go. 
RESOLUTION: 
P2.74 
It’s all at our discretion really.  
CODA:  
P2.79 
You know it’s that whole thing of actually trusting our professional judgement.  
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P2.81 
So as long as we are the first port of call to make the judgement that then maybe gets passed on 
to parents or they can be invited to comment on it perhaps, sure, but I just think as long as we 
are still the first port of call in terms of working that all out the process works, at this point 
anyway. 
The basis and process for censoring HSC Drama performances appears to be broadly 
understood and agreed to by the teacher, the faculty head and the executive staff of the school. It 
is a well-established practice with a clearly expressed rationale being the discretion of the 
teaching staff – ‘as a general rule if we feel uncomfortable it needs to go’. This is not a matter of 
limiting the access of the student to the material or of allowing them to perform the material for 
the HSC examination. This is specifically for the context of a public performance of the 
material for a broader school community audience. The final arbiter is the deputy principal who 
vets the material to be performed in light of the recommendations of the teaching staff and 
faculty head. The bases for the decisions made are the sensibilities of the Catholic school to 
Catholic doctrine and appropriateness for a broad school community audience. 
Executive and teaching staff confidently understand this censorship process. The final 
responsibility for decisions, rest with executive staff as Benedict approves: ‘I think it is good for 
someone else to look at it … It’s almost a good safe-guard to be honest.’ 
This desire by Benedict to have someone else to ‘safe-guard’ him professionally and personally 
is another theme of participants in this study. It points to the sense of fear of repercussions that 
teachers feel exposed to in this area of professional practice. What seems to reduce fear and 
provide confidence to censor in line with school expectations is a well understood and agreed 
process and framework for censorship. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P3 (Beatrice) – CATHOLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 26.7.08 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 24.2.13 
CORE NARRATIVE: 
The deputy principal censored an HSC Individual Performance of the Lieutenant of Inishmore, 
an Irish black comedy that contained the word ‘feck’ which was the offending word in the work. 
However, through the student’s initiative to appeal the decision directly to the deputy, the 
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performance was permitted to proceed without censorship. The result was that ‘the audience 
laughed and thought it was fabulous’ (Beatrice). 
ABSTRACT: 
P3.23 
It’s really language more than subject matter. 
ORIENTATION: 
P3.19 
Two weeks before Drama Night we have to submit a copy of all of the scripts to the deputy … 
with a couple of notes of how they use the space … and then we’d get it back and … the student 
would then have to make the necessary changes before the public performance. 
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P3.20 
The deputy … really argued the case about ‘feck’ from the Lieutenant of Inishmore but the 
student was great. ‘I’ll go and have a chat to him right now’ … and you know it was all sorted 
out, and she said it on the public performance night and the audience laughed and thought it 
was fabulous. 
EVALUATION: 
P3.21 
So the basis for the decision I guess was the student’s own sensitivities? 
It was just the language yeah, she’s using an Irish accent, so she is saying ‘feck’, but he was 
worried that people would find that offensive. But we said ‘No’. 
P3.28 
Pretty early on we knock anything on the head that might be inappropriate to the Catholic ethos 
… we can say to the kid in November, December, ‘You’re not going to be able to do that, ‘cause 
this is a Catholic school’. 
RESOLUTION 
P3.29 
It comes back to language really, and I suppose inappropriate gestures.  
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P3.25 
It’s been a big shift this year, from when I spoke with you last year, when we had this deputy 
who didn’t really understand the performative side, much you know, to now having somebody 
who is very supportive and sort of can, pick a script up and can go ‘Yeah I can see’. 
CODA:  
P3.22 
I think it’s working ok. I think because … there’s two of us that teach HSC Drama, are aware … 
what they expect. 
In this account a confident student is able to engage with and change the deputy principal’s 
decision to censor her performance piece through a reasoned respectful discourse. Beatrice as 
faculty head had accepted the decision to censor the performance. The deputy had ‘argued the 
case’ with Beatrice suggesting there had been some robust discussion regarding censoring the 
piece between Beatrice and the deputy principal. The ‘appeal’ by the student reversed the 
decision when the argument mounted by Beatrice as faculty head had failed. The final outcome 
of a celebrated and well-received performance by the broader school community supports the 
student’s judgement that censorship in this case was unnecessary. The performance did not 
appear to cause any concern amongst the viewing public who ‘thought it was fabulous’.  
In this case the student’s judgement was worthy of trust as the outcome of avoiding censorship 
was positive for the student and the school. Having an approachable deputy principal happy to 
engage with students, take risks and change his decision was a necessary element to create this 
outcome. However, the key ingredient to the successful outcome in this instance is a particularly 
courageous and articulate student, confident to argue their case. Beatrice reports that there is no 
policy, process or protocol in place for appealing a censorship decision. Support is not provided 
for less forthright students who may feel it easier to accept a decision when they believe it is 
wrong or simply self-censor to avoid possible controversy. 
This narrative illustrates that pre-emptive censorship occurs in this school despite an agreed 
censorship framework and process being in place. What avoided unnecessary censorship in this 
narrative was a particular student asserting their view with a particularly receptive executive 
staff member. It is evident that the censorship process in this school would be enhanced if an 
appeal process was normalised that allowed and supported students to present their views into 
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the discourse regarding their access to the study and performance of dramatic work. In this way, 
positive censorship outcomes should be less reliant on particular personalities. 
In this next censorship narrative labelled Core Narrative 1, Hermia, Helena and Lysander 
recount the same censorship process that was developed in response to a particular event. Each 
participant recounts the event and the developed censorship process from their three differing 
perspectives within the hierarchy of the school. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P1 (Hermia) – CHRISTIAN SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 30.6.08 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 10.10.08 
CORE NARRATIVE 1: 
An HSC Drama performance evening included pieces that explored horror themes and genres. 
There was a negative response from some parents and staff. In response to this event executive 
staff put in place a censorship process where executive staff personally scrutinise and censor 
HSC Drama performances. This narrative is similar to others in this study where a particular 
event is the catalyst to executive staff creating a censorship process that requires executive 
direct control of performance censorship. 
ABSTRACT: 
P1.7  
The issue was the idea of public performance and the audience members and how it’s 
representing the school and their values. 
ORIENTATION: 
P1.6 
Last year what we did was, we had our faculty head and our Head of Senior School view 
performances for selection in a showcase. 
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P1.85  
What started this whole process ... was in one of our showcases … for me none of the pieces 
were controversial whatsoever … kind of horror theme.  
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P1.86 
Head teachers were like ‘Oh it was so dark and it’s not a good communication of our school 
values’. 
P1.87 
I was really shocked because I thought they’re just using a genre. 
P1.88 
And so who am I to say, ‘Oh you’ve got to do Care Bears Incorporated’ you know and it’s a 
valid genre … it wasn’t graphic … it worked in a lot of ways. 
P1.89 
But the feedback that came back was ‘This was really bad, this made our school look really 
dark, if I was thinking of bringing my kids along to this school, after seeing that I wouldn’t 
enrol them’. All this sort of stuff ... They were like ‘We can’t have this happen again’. And I was 
like ‘Oh have what happen again?’ 
P1.90 
That’s where they started you know, ‘Let us know, what they’re working on, make sure we ok 
things for public performance’. I was like ‘I can’t read your mind on these things. So at the end 
of the day if you make the call, because obviously I can’t please you, I don’t know what your 
expectations are’.  
EVALUATION: 
P1.9 
In terms of their criteria, it’s been their [executive staff] personal discernment and sometimes 
for me personally I have been, not at odds against them but I haven’t been – if in my mind I 
would have gone ‘keep that one, ditch that one’, but they’ve gone the opposite way. So in my 
mind I haven’t always understood their values but I’ve just gone with it. 
P1.91 
I got their point in ah because I think these nights are an ad for the school  
P1.92 
But in some ways I didn’t as well because I thought they [the students] worked within what they 
were trying to do. [Shrugged in a resigned way] 
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CONCLUSION/CODA: 
P1.9 
In a sense it puts the onus on them rather than me as their classroom teacher in terms of them 
being more senior. Then the parents come to them if there’s an issue so I’m ok with them taking 
on that role and it hasn’t really been a big issue. 
P1.81 
It’s good to have a procedure so that it’s not about you or the student; it’s about someone else 
who can be the bad guy. 
A number of the participants report similarly, that they appreciate a member of the executive 
staff taking responsibility for dealing with parents for the censorship decisions made. 
A frustration and difficulty for the teacher is the lack of clarity surrounding the criteria and 
standards that the executive staff wish to be employed in making censorship decisions. Rather 
than empowering and trusting the teacher to apply the required standards the response of the 
executive in this instance was to personally take on the responsibility for making the judegment 
for all HSC Drama performances. 
A central theme of this narrative is the tension between supporting educationally valid study of 
challenging genres and the risk that this may present the school in a bad light. Resolving this 
tension is the expressed dilema of all the participants. 
The next narrative is a censorship event from the same school as above. This censorship story 
occurs shortly after the new process of censorship review has been put in place. The process 
requires a panel of executive staff directly veting performances before HSC Drama showcase 
pieces are permitted to perform their works. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P4 (Helena) – CHRISTIAN SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 19.3.09 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 12.3.13 
CORE NARRATIVE 1: 
An HSC Drama Group Performance that dealt with gay characters had elements of the 
performance including some of the language of the performance censored. When the piece was 
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performed some time after the vetting process, other elements had been added to the 
performance that Helena believed were inappropriate. The faculty head was embarrassed by 
these performances that she had reviewed being presented with the additions that she had not 
seen or approved. Helena is happy with the basis of censorship being “G” rated material but 
argues for a more effective and timely process to review performances. 
ABSTRACT: 
P4.3 
I made them change the language, which was really inappropriate for general viewing 
ORIENTATION: 
P4.1 
I was sitting next to the Headmaster. I just died I nearly died. That’s what prompted the review 
of the whole performance thing. 
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P4.2 
It was really clever but there was allusion to sort of um over acting gay people but in a really I 
thought a really inappropriate way. 
P4.4 
The panel saw it and we said you can go ahead and perform it but this has to be removed from 
it.  
P4.5 
The big problem was that the drama teacher with the GPs [Group Performances] were added to 
at the last minute. 
EVALUATION: 
P4.6 
So I would be really happy if they were finalised and formalised maybe four days before. 
P4.8 
I’d like to see that changed. 
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CONCLUSION/CODA: 
P4.9 
I’m happy with the basis it’s just easy if it’s a public performance if it’s G rated. 
An element central to this narrative is the concept of applying the commonly understood film 
and television standards as the censorship standards to be applied to HSC Drama performances 
in determining matters of censorship. Helena cites that a ‘G’ rating is judged as the acceptable 
standard for public performances of HSC Drama work in her school.  
A further element identified in this narrative is the pratical problems of utilising executive staff 
for vetting performances. For a panel of executive staff to be able to view all performances at 
the point where they have been finalised in their development is problematic and a better more 
practical solution is required in Helena’s view. 
The following narrative describes the circumstances described by the previous two narratives of 
Hermia (drama teacher) and Helena (facuty head). Here Lysander (Head of Senior School) 
recounts his view and perspective on the process of censorship and the rationale for this process. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P5 (Lysander) – CHRISTIAN SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 12.6.09 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 12.3.13 
ABSTRACT: 
P5.7 
So we challenged that thinking to say … we are in community and being in community means 
that we don’t - expression is not only an individual right, expression is also a community 
responsibility.  
ORIENTATION: 
P5.4 
Which prompted us to rethink what’s actually going on within our whole creative arts area. 
What level of guidance, direction is being given in terms of what kids actually do?  
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COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P5.1 
That was certainly I think our biggest issue when I first arrived. 
P5.2 
Because every year we have a showcase of Year 12 major works … and the first year or two 
were really dark.  
P5.3 
Dark in the sense it was covering things such as suicide, extreme sexuality issues, extreme 
language kinds of stuff and such. And the mood of the night was kind of very dark, very 
depressing and very down. 
P5.5 
What we found is that by and large there was little guidance given. 
P5.6 
There was a sense of well look these kids are just expressing what they want to express, who are 
we as teachers to restrain that you know if that’s what they want to do that’s what they want to 
do. 
P5.7 
So we challenged that thinking … expression is not only an individual right, expression is also a 
community responsibility. 
P5.12 
And to get that at the front end. And that certainly helped so that you didn’t get to performance 
night where the Head of School reviews the performances and says, that’s ok, that’s not, that’s 
not, that’s ok and then have those who can’t perform ring home to the parents and say ‘look I 
can’t perform my major work’ etc. 
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EVALUATION: 
P5.8 
And so there is a need to understand the audience to understand where they’re at to kind of 
work out where they’re also – that our audience doesn’t feel you know that they are being 
bullied, or being oppressed or they’re being harmed or any of those kinds of things. 
CONCLUSION/CODA: 
P5.9 
So having worked through that, there was a change I think I saw a shift in thinking. 
P5.16 
So over the last few years I would say that our Fusion Night, which is the big performance night 
is now more characterised by light and hope and now we are still dealing with the same issues 
but it’s actually been turned around so it’s not just I say that because it’s not just a, if you like a 
policy thing or a thing about ethics approval but it also lets us know we actually need to teach 
the issues of why there is censorship as well as develop a culture of we actually have a hopeful 
view of the future not a despairing view of the future and we’ve seen a big shift. 
Lysander, as with other participants, recognises the need for a public performance to consider 
the age and sensibilities of its audience. What is also evident is that the criteria and standards for 
censorship vary considerably between Lysander, Helena and Hermia. Helena and Hermia 
repeatedly report fear of parental and executive staff responses to the point where they wish to 
abdicate their role of professional judgement in matters of censorship to executive staff to avoid 
potential criticism and conflict. 
Using the Australian Office of Film and Literature Classification (OFLC, 2011) with its ‘R, 
MA, M, PG, G’ ratings as a benchmark for criteria and standards has support from all three 
participants. They report there is support for this system of censorship classification from 
parents as well. This code provides well-defined and commonly understood standards. It seems 
that discernment and interpretation of which standard should be applied to student performances 
is still problematic in this school between executive staff and teaching staff. 
The outcome of the current process is senior students having to study and perform work for the 
HSC Drama course that is ‘G’ rated. Participants recognise that this limits students to the study 
and performance of a narrow range of dramatic works that explore a limited scope of rather 
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unsophisticated ideas and themes. Hermia believe this creates a senior secondary drama 
curriculum lacking appropriate rigour and sophistication. 
The final censorship narrative is the reconstructed and analysed narrative of performance 
censorship from Portia who teaches in an Anglican girls’ school. At the end of her interview she 
recounts this narrative of a censorship event when a performance was censored. This was not an 
HSC performance but a proposed production for her senior drama class. 
PARTICIPANTS CODE: P7 (Portia) – ANGLICAN SCHOOL SYSTEM 
ANALYST: JM 
DATE OF INTERVIEW: 27.4.10 
DATE OF ANALYSIS: 17.3.13 
CORE NARRATIVE: 
A play was censored for performance due to the amount of swearing that was in the text. This 
was a case of censoring for language and possibly thematic content in the view of Portia. The 
process involved the teacher bringing the text to the principal for approval who requested the 
school librarian to audit the text for swearing. The outcome was the censorship of a significant 
contemporary Australian play on the basis of the language and content of the work. 
ABSTRACT: 
P7.4 
And you can see in the sheet the reason and I can read that so you have it on your camera, it 
was said ‘Can you find a text that is still dynamic and portrays our cultural diversity but is less 
aggressive and black in language and theme’, and black is in italics.  
ORIENTATION: 
P7.1 
The school refused to let me perform Box the Pony by Leah Purcell. 
COMPLICATING ACTION: 
P7.2 
And how that was censored was, I wrote a letter to the principal, and I had to provide a copy of 
that play. 
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P7.3 
And that play was given to a librarian to read who circled all the swear words, and they were 
counted up and that was refused.  
EVALUATION: 
P7.5 
And I actually think it was because of the swearing. 
P7.7 
It is a fear of mine, in that if the existing head of drama at the moment … I think it would be a 
shame if I was to leave and someone was to take my place and there was no formal policy and 
then they just say no no no no and that’s where I think a formal policy can be good. 
P7.8 
I think if there’s a policy it formalises if you’re censoring too far or if you’re not censoring 
enough.  
CONCLUSION/CODA: 
P7.6 
I think it would be really good to have a school policy a formal school policy. 
In this narrative it is the teacher who initiates the review of the text with the executive. This 
approach is common to the other Anglican and Catholic School narratives recounted earlier in 
this chapter. In this narrative however, there was limited discussion of the merit of the play and 
the educational rationale for selecting it. The basis for the censorship decision was an audit of 
the number of swear words in the play. Box the Pony is an award winning contemporary 
Australian play written by one of Australia’s foremost Indigenous dramatists Leah Purcell. In 
the opinion of the former HSC Drama Chief Examiner (McCallum, 2009), this text is a seminal 
Australian work and is the kind of contemporary Australian play HSC Drama students should 
study and experience. 
Portia repeatedly mentions the need for a ‘policy a formal school policy’ to assist censorship 
decisions in her school so that they can be made consistently and appropriately. 
To conclude this chapter a synthesis and summary of the relevant thematic observations that 
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these narratives have revealed is provided. The themes are relevant to answering the research 
questions of this study and provide some guidance in the direction of creating a censorship 
framework and process for managing HSC Drama curriculum. 
Participant suggestions 
The following observations by the participants for improving censorship outcomes are 
summarised from their narratives of censorship experiences in their schools: 
1. Schools benefit from a censorship policy and process with universally understood 
criteria and standards such as those defined by the Australian Office of Film and 
Literature Classification (OFLC) 
2. A censorship framework and process should be articulated that provides opportunities 
for Drama teachers to discuss the interpretation and application of criteria and standards 
with the executive of the school 
3. A censorship process should include opportunities to ‘explore’ potentially contentious 
material with parents and students so an informed decision in ‘partnership’ can be made 
4. A censorship process should include opportunities for stakeholders including teachers, 
parents and students to appeal censorship decisions 
5. A censorship framework should provide agency to senior students to have influence in 
determining the drama curriculum they are allowed to access and perform. 
Having established the contexts of each case study in Chapter 3 and introduced emerging 
themes from the analysis of the participants’ censorship narratives, the next three chapters 
present and analyse all other relevant data collected from each case study. Each case study 
chapter is organised around the identified themes emerging from the narratives, as described in 
Chapter 2. Utilising a similar structure of reporting the analysis and data of the case studies 
enables comparison and contrast between these Catholic, Anglican and Christian school cases. 
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Chapter 5 Case Study 1 – Catholic Schools 
If education is to be founded on the principle of exposure to diverse ideas, then it is almost 
mandatory that exposure to controversial material is possible.  
However, if schools should be a place for transmitting community values, then censorship 
becomes almost compulsory (Credaro, 2001, p. 7). 
Introduction 
This case study involves three participants working across two independent Catholic girls 
schools of different religious orders. This perspective across two contrasting Catholic schools 
provides this case study with a broader understanding of the factors forming criteria and 
standards for managing censorship of drama curriculum in the Catholic school context.  
Before analysing by theme the responses provided by the three participants’ interviews and 
questionnaires, a contextualising of the two Catholic schools of this case study will be provided.  
Introducing the Catholic schools 
Two of the three participants in this Catholic schools case study, Benedict (classroom teacher) 
and Beatrice (faculty head), are colleagues in the same school. Beatrice and Benedict’s school is 
large (over 1000 students) and located in a reasonably affluent socio-economic area of Sydney. 
Hero (Director of Studies) works in a school that is slightly smaller but is quite prestigious and 
located in one of the most affluent socio-economic areas of Sydney. The demographic of the 
school reflects this.  
Hero explains that her school, in her view, distances itself from religious influence and rather 
focuses on providing ‘a good reputation … of educating young people who will take their place 
in society where they will be good citizens’.  
Hero 
The population of our school is drawn from a lot of people at the professional level, a lot of 
them in the law or in the media … it’s quite a liberal population you might say. A lot of them 
chose the school because it doesn’t have a religious base … we have a religious base but it’s 
not a strong religious base. My school is quite independent of any religious affiliation even 
though we are a Christian-based school. 
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In contrast, Beatrice and Benedict both speak in their interviews about the desire of their school 
to provide a strong ‘Catholic’ education. In Hero’s school the focus is on good citizenship, 
social justice and community standards. In Beatrice and Benedict’s school the language used to 
explain its philosophical basis use terms such as ‘Catholic values’ and ‘Catholic traditions’. 
In Beatrice and Benedict’s school, executive staff and principals are required to be practising 
Catholics. This is not the case in Hero’s school. Both schools however, have seen a change from 
predominantly ordained to predominantly lay staffing and management in their schools. In the 
participants’ view this change correlates with a liberalisation in the school’s approach to 
curriculum.  
Beatrice 
I’ve been at the school now for fifteen years and I’ve seen three principals come through and 
each one has a very different sense of what is Catholically right for the kids to be doing … It’s 
been a big shift … to now having somebody who is very supportive. 
Tinsey’s (1998) findings support this observation. The following section summarises and 
analyses the responses of the three participants of this case study, as they relate to the identified 
emerging themes introduced in chapters 2, 3 and 4.  
How texts are censored 
1. Text self-censorship (Theme 1) 
None of the participants in this case study were able to cite a formal policy regarding how texts 
are to be censored. In their responses they speculate how they think text censorship would be 
managed in their schools. All three participants were able to cite a process where the faculty 
head raises and discusses concerns regarding possibly contentious texts with the executive. This 
is in a context where they have already made ‘safe’ choices with a normal practice of avoiding 
texts that may be seen as contentious by the school leadership. Though no formal policy is able 
to be cited the process and basis by which it is to be dealt with seems to be well understood. 
Benedict 
I think our choices are fairly safe I suppose as far as contentious material goes. There is no 
official policy as yet that I’m aware of … I would imagine we would have to discuss it as a 
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department and work out whether it is worth the hassle or whether there is another option … It 
would have to be passed on to members of the executive to be signed off. 
Beatrice 
There’s no actual formal policy, it’s more me as a Head of Department going ‘Ooh this could 
be an issue.’ 
This avoidance is consistent with a process of self-censoring. Benedict’s response suggests that 
he expects difficulty in proposing possibly contentious texts and so opts to make ‘safer’ choices. 
Benedict and Beatrice express their desire to avoid potentially contentious texts altogether. They 
perceive it is problematic to attempt to introduce potentially contentious material as Benedict 
explains: ‘whether it is worth the hassle or whether there is another option’. This thinking and 
approach to potentially contentious texts is thought to be quite widespread (Moody, 2005, p. 4; 
Williams & Dillon, 1993, p. 13), particularly where there are no policy, guidelines or protocols 
for managing the selection of contentious material for study (Credaro, 2001) as is reported to be 
the case here. 
Beatrice 
Am I going to have a big fight on my hands with this one? 
Benedict 
Is it worth the hassle for me to have to fight for a text that others may put up some resistance 
to? You’ve got to pick your battles wisely in any school, and I would probably avoid it. 
A combative posture between executive and teaching staff foregrounds the culture of discussion 
and negotiation surrounding potentially challenging HSC texts. Language such as ‘argument’, 
‘pushing’, ‘big fight’, ‘resistance’ and ‘battles’ suggests an adversarial approach would be 
required to defend the selection of a contentious text for study.  
Benedict 
Ideally I really don’t believe in censorship in art or in artistic mediums, particularly at HSC 
levels. 
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Beatrice 
Personally I feel drama offers students such freedom from the repression of other subjects that it 
is a shame to limit their selection. As young adults surely students should be free to choose any 
text. (Questionnaire response) 
Both Beatrice and Benedict reveal a personal position well inside the ‘exposure’ paradigm and 
recognise that this is not the position of their school. Their views reveal recognition that 
emerging adults should be granted greater freedom to make their own choices. This is a view 
that other teachers share and see as constructive (Blaxland, 2000a, p. 13). Despite these strongly 
held and expressed ‘exposure’ views congruent with a Lockean view of the child (Schrader, 
1996; Winch, 2004), both Benedict and Beatrice express a wish to avoid conflict and would 
rather self-censor by avoiding selecting a text that might be challenging. This was particularly 
so for the classroom teacher Benedict who perceives attempting to defend a contentious text as 
an adversarial and potentially professionally damaging process. 
The next section investigates the expressed views of the participants on imposed censoring of 
senior drama texts. There are two incidents of imposed censorship of texts recounted by the 
participants. Both incidents are in Beatrice’s and Benedict’s school. One incident comes from a 
parental challenge that was not upheld and the other from a decision by the deputy. 
2. Text imposed censorship (Theme 2) 
i. Formal challenge 
Beatrice and Benedict report that ‘Catholic teaching’ and ‘Catholic values’ are the criteria by 
which censorship challenges are most frequently made. In the area of text selection parental 
influence is infrequent. However, even a small challenge has the potential to create a wave of 
influence with on-going repercussions.  
Beatrice 
For the first time last year I had parents ring up and complain, about the level of language in 
Summer of the Aliens where Brian talks about oh it’s some fantastic slang for masturbation and 
of course it has the word ‘fuck’ in it which Dolce uses quite frequently, and of all people the 
parent rang and complained but this was the parent of a child who uses the words very 
frequently. I was supported by the deputy at the time because I had justified that it was actually, 
it had been an HSC text, we’d taught it at the school for eight years, never had any problems 
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with it and it was taught completely in context. So that kind of all blew over and there was no 
problem, there was nothing further taken with that … The school sells itself as very much a 
Catholic school which is imbued with Catholic values and I think the parents expect that. Which 
is why the parent was so horrified about Summer of the Aliens that ‘This is not what Catholic 
teaching should be’ … we don’t have a lot of parental involvement in text choice.  
Beatrice and Benedict express elsewhere that they find the parent body to be very supportive of 
the drama faculty. However, they with Hero frequently express great concern for how parents 
might react and respond to potentially contentious material. 
ii. Executive staff censorship 
The participants of this case study report that executive staff censorship is often unnecessary 
and motivated by concern for how the school will be perceived rather than on the educational 
merit of the material. The result in their experience is often censorship that is ineffective. 
Beatrice 
When Still Angela was first put out [by the New South Wales Board of Studies senior Drama 
Syllabus Course Prescriptions] the ‘c’ word is actually in Still Angela ... I read it and I thought 
‘Ok I love the play’ and I thought ‘I have to let the deputy, my Director of Studies, know this 
before I put it on the syllabus’. Because I thought I don’t want them finding out retrospectively. 
Her decision, she read the play, her decision was that the drama department bought a class set 
of the play and the offending word was blackened out by the drama teacher before the students 
could actually see it. Which as it happens every child then when you actually open that page: 
‘What’s this, what’s this word that’s been blanked out?’ So it kind of defeats the purpose in 
essence. I think if the kids had actually seen the word on the page it probably would have been 
less of a fuss. 
This account of an event that involves the censoring of a HSC text for study, illustrates how the 
intention of censoring to ‘protect’ can often be, in Beatrice’s view, fatuous. It satisfies the 
perceived need to be seen to be virtuous but does little to assist mature students to engage with 
texts intelligently. The decision to censor the offending word in the text was taken before a 
challenge from parents had arisen. Without a policy or process to manage strong language in 
texts, the less than satisfactory resolution to censor offending words was arrived at by the 
deputy of the time. If the intention was to stop students from engaging with the contentious 
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word, then this action was counter-productive as Beatrice explains that this action drew more 
attention to the word.  
Benedict comments on this same censorship event from his perspective (see Chapter 4). He 
concludes that there is ‘no educational merit’ in the students having access to the text in its 
entirety. He goes on to suggest that if he were working in another context such as ‘at a public 
school’, the decision to censor the text may well be entirely different. This seems to suggest that 
school context also plays a role in the decision to censor. It may be that the context of gender 
‘our girls’ is also playing a role in the mind of Benedict in the censorship decision. This is 
further reinforced where he goes on to conclude that working in ‘a school like ours … here there 
is no point’. His assertion regarding censorship pressures in government schools is perhaps 
naïve as parent and public reaction to curriculum content can be quite conservative and 
politically well organised in the public school sector (Campbell et al., 2009; Lent & Pipkin, 
2013). However, his response when analysed suggests that his argument of a lack of 
‘educational merit’ is not the entire basis for defending this censorship but it is also based in his 
recognition of his school’s standards and ‘expectations’ founded in the school’s religious 
disposition and the gender of the students. 
The criteria and basis for the decision are not clear and with no policy to guide the decision it is 
perhaps not surprising that a less than optimal decision for these senior drama students was the 
outcome. As Morton observes ‘School boards that do not have policies that define the criteria 
for selecting learning materials are going to have a very difficult time resolving challenges to 
resources’ (Morton, 1997, p. 2). 
The following section explores the same identified themes as they relate to the question of how 
senior drama public performances are censored in these Catholic schools. 
How performances are censored 
1. Performance self-censorship (Theme 1) 
i. Teacher self-censorship 
The participants in this case study actively self-censor performances as a standard and frequent 
practice. There is a frequent tension expressed between what they would like to allow students 
to perform and what they feel constrained to censor. 
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Beatrice 
‘If you’re going to do a topic remember we are within the Catholic Church’. But there’s no 
actual formal policy, it’s more me as Head of Department I would have seen all of the 
[performances] and I would have said ‘No you can’t say that’ or ‘You can’t do this’ because 
public performance we have to assume that, at our school anyway, there could be a Year 7 
student there, so the rule is kind of no swearing, no inappropriate gestures, or no 
inappropriateness, you know ... language or ideas, just in-case younger family members attend. 
Hero 
I think it would come down to the language … allusions to the more heinous, gratuitous, you 
know vulgar, obscene. 
Beatrice 
while you want them to explore something different and out there, you have got this public 
performance persona that you have to maintain as well … ‘I have to literally censor you on that 
one’ and I don’t want to as a person but as a professional you have to wear those two hats. 
Benedict 
They throw a line out and we’ll say ‘you need to cut that’ or you know stuff in performance 
gesturally … as a general rule if we feel uncomfortable by what the kids are saying then usually 
it needs to go. 
As described above the faculty head with the teacher has the initial responsibility for censoring 
performances. Hero, Benedict and Beatrice articulate and explain a process and the criteria and 
standards they apply to censoring public performances. There is a tension between the liberty 
they would like to allow their students and the censorship they feel obliged to apply. Beatrice 
and Benedict express that they do not like to restrict their students’ choices yet they must keep 
their students’ choices within the bounds of ‘Catholic values’. To resolve this tension students’ 
work is censored for public performance but permitted to be performed uncensored for the HSC 
examination. 
Beatrice 
We put a note in the program; [one of the teachers] stood up before the drama night and said, 
‘This is not meant to offend you’. And of course not one parent would have been offended … I 
think a lot of the time we overly worry as drama teachers. 
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This approach to inform an audience that there is challenging material in a performance through 
pre-show announcement and program notices replicates the approach of warnings provided 
before film and television screenings. Beatrice expresses that fear of parental criticism is largely 
unwarranted - ‘we overly worry’. However, this practice also highlights that the effect of this 
fear of criticism is a potent influence on censorship and self-censorship activity. 
The next theme examines the process of imposing censorship on public performances by 
executive staff. 
2. Performance imposed censorship (Theme 2) 
Hero could not recall any occasion in her school where public performances for senior drama 
had been censored though she believed that it must have occurred at some level and at some 
stage.  
Hero 
There’s probably been modification I think … It again would come down to the Head of 
Department. They would work with whoever was working to put the play on. But there would be 
modification and there’d be vetting again by the boss before putting the play on, she would want 
to take a look at it.  
What would be the basis for a decision? 
I think it would come down to the language. 
This speculative response from Hero gives some indication of how this process may occur in 
her school. 
Beatrice and Benedict report imposed censorship of HSC curriculum performances in their 
school from parental formal challenge and from executive staff censorship as reported below. 
i. Formal challenge 
Formal challenges in this case study are infrequent yet the threat of parental challenge is a 
potent source of fear and concern for the participants. Parent challenges of performances 
commonly reference the criteria of ‘Catholic teaching’ and ‘Catholic values’. 
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Benedict 
I had a parent of a Year 12 girl who was in the show, a parent who I’ve known for as long as 
I’ve been associated with the school, three or four years now, totally lovely, divine. But she did 
actually say to me at the end of the show half-jokingly. ‘That wasn’t a terribly Catholic show 
was it’ or ‘a Catholic message’ or something. So you know as much as the parents, particularly 
of drama students are really supportive of what we do and the education we are providing their 
daughters, I suppose you get that very sharp and pointed reminder that they have expectations 
of the material that their children are going to be accessing at this school.  
This anecdotal ‘foyer comment’ was not a formal challenge or perhaps a challenge at all, nor 
did it result in censorship. Despite the very low level of recounted parental challenge and 
complaint, Beatrice’s comment below demonstrates that a perception of containment by the 
executive on the drama faculty is a keenly felt pressure. 
Beatrice 
It’s a huge problem because you know they [the school executive] should trust us that it’s going 
to be ok, but there’s still that ‘Oh drama is still a bit out there and it might be a bit dangerous’. 
These recounted perspectives reveal a picture of a ‘huge problem’ generated by a minor ‘half 
joking’ parent comment. 
ii. Executive staff censorship 
Executive staff in this case study take direct responsibility for the censorship of HSC Drama 
public performances. This executive direct intervention policy and practice was established in 
Beatrice and Benedict’s school as a result of a HSC performance that embarrassed the school. 
Beatrice 
… instead of doing the group performance they had shown us, they got up on stage and acted 
very inappropriately and said words that they had never said and it was all very dreadful and 
the nuns were there so it was all quite embarrassing. Then a new policy came into force the next 
morning, literally, in that the deputy who was the Assistant Principal Pastoral had to view every 
public performance before it was put on at HSC Drama Night or HSC Group Night. Which 
sounds a great idea. Practically it’s very difficult. 
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This narrative of how policy came into place following a reaction to a public performance is 
typical of many stories I have heard from colleagues over the years and is resonant with 
reported experiences from Hermia, Helena, Lysander and Antonio.  
Beatrice and Hero raise the issue of ‘interpretation’. How and who should determine acceptable 
school ‘community standards’ (Cain, 2005)? In both Catholic schools in this case study the 
answer is the executive or principal of the school.  
Beatrice 
The previous deputy would always take out certain things that she found offensive … I found 
them humorous.  
Hero 
There’d be vetting again by the boss. 
This is also the position of the Board of Studies Advice to Schools Regarding Content. The 
policy states ‘Schools may decide that works developed for the HSC will be presented for 
public performance or display. Principals must be assured that the works presented are 
appropriate to the understanding and expectations of the audience and their cultural sensitivity. 
Consideration could be given to modifying or withholding certain works from general public 
performance’ (Office Board of Studies, 2005). 
The BOS Advice to schools does not suggest direct oversight by the principal but that they 
should be ‘assured’. Direct executive staff oversight of the censorship of drama performances is 
not usually practical or manageable in schools. Beatrice describes the frustrations of attempting 
to put this ‘difficult’ policy into practice in her context. 
Beatrice 
We’ve tried to invite them, the deputy over to see it in class, and of course they teach or they’re 
busy, so the system that was introduced three years ago was where all of the scripts were 
handed in with a sort of a summary of the character and the journey of the character a bit of 
you know information about the staging, so that the person reading it could actually understand 
how this piece was presented on the stage.  
This refined approach of executive oversight is made on the basis of a script rather than viewing 
the performances. This process overcomes some of the logistical problems of trying to find the 
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time to watch thirty to forty performances before they are performed to the wider school 
community and public. However, it does introduce the considerable problem of nuance and tone 
and other semiotic considerations that cannot be judged by looking at a script alone. 
Benedict 
It does come down to the way I think that dialogue works in performance really because if you 
gave that script to two different kids, one performance might get through and one might not. 
Benedict highlights how making decisions of censorship based on a script rather than a 
performance can be less than satisfactory at arriving at an appropriate censorship decision. This 
can mean that judgement calls can be quite inappropriate with some performances not censored 
that perhaps should be, and others being censored that if seen in performance may have received 
an entirely different outcome. 
Benedict describes how this censorship process operates now that it has been refined and is 
implemented by a more liberal deputy-principal. 
Benedict 
Just before you came I walked over a copy of all the scripts that are going to be performed on 
Monday which I have had to pass on to our Assistant Principal of Pastoral Care who has to go 
through all the scripts … I suppose is just covering our backsides. 
Benedict describes this two-tiered process of review where the faculty head initially censors the 
performances and then the deputy reviews the scripts and has the final say. Benedict ‘supposes’ 
that the reason for this direct oversight is to protect the staff. Benedict expresses that this review 
process under the new deputy in its refined format seems to be serving the school community 
effectively. Criteria and standards are understood and there is openness for discussion and 
appeal. Responsibilities and expectations appear to be well communicated and understood. 
Having investigated the process of how texts and performances are censored in these schools the 
next section investigates the bases and reasons why this censorship occurs. The two themes for 
basis for censorship of reactive ‘fear’ (theme 3) and proactive ‘ideology’ (theme 4) will be 
analysed without separating them from the context of text or performance as the participants 
themselves do not substantially make this distinction. 
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Why censorship occurs 
1. Fear (Theme 3) 
Fear of parent or executive staff disapproval is frequently mentioned in the teacher participant’s 
responses in this case study. 
Beatrice 
I think it’s probably past experience within the school context with how I think the parents will 
react or how the executive of the college will react.  
Similarly executive staff report fear of a tarnished school reputation motivates much of their 
censorship activity. 
i. Fear of parental disapproval 
The concern of parental complaint is frequently mentioned as a reason for making conservative 
censorship decisions by all the participants in this case study. 
Beatrice 
I know that if that goes through and somebody‘s offended, I’ll be on the phone, somebody will 
be on the phone at a quarter to nine in the morning, getting stuck into me or complaining to the 
principal. 
Hero 
I mean having been in the position where I get the phone calls one can never ever really foresee 
what’s going to be acceptable and what isn’t so you do have to err on the side of caution, 
because you don’t want the reputation of the department nor a situation to arise where 
something despite the best of intention ends out to create ill will, bad blood, bad relationships. 
Because people do become very passionate about these things so … I think we all come at these 
decisions from different experience but also from different responsibilities. So being a Head of 
Department is the job of being able to play devil’s advocate and trying to second guess what 
might be the response, because every action has an equal and opposite reaction [laughs 
ironically]. 
Benedict recounts that a parent questioned his choices of a performance ‘that wasn’t particularly 
Catholic’. Beatrice recalled an incident where parents formally challenged a text set for study 
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and Hero though initially stated that she could recall no incidences of parental challenge reveals 
in her response that she has been in the position of ‘receiving the calls’. From the participants’ 
responses fear of possible criticism and complaint from parents, despite the relatively low 
frequency of actual challenge, appears to be a significant influence on censorship activity in 
these relatively liberal Catholic schools. 
ii. Fear of executive staff disapproval 
Benedict reflects that the school is not an easy environment to discuss and deal with potentially 
contentious titles when selecting drama HSC texts for study.  Benedict explains he would rather 
self-censor by avoiding selecting a text, than work through what he perceives as an adversarial 
and potentially professionally damaging process – ‘I would probably avoid it’ (Benedict). This 
is despite his strongly articulated personal views against such censorship. 
Benedict has much greater clarity regarding the school’s protocol for censoring public 
performances for HSC Drama. He is unable to point to a written policy or criteria but the review 
process and standards applied are well established. The majority of censorship occurs by the 
teacher and faculty head self-censoring the performance texts before the final scripts are 
presented to the executive staff to review for further final censorship decisions. 
Benedict 
I don’t really have a problem with that. It’s almost a good safeguard to be honest.  
Benedict speaks favourably of the process for deciding issues of censorship in HSC public 
performance and in contrast to his description of the process for text selection, combative 
language is absent in his description of this well understood process. ‘I think it is good for 
someone else to look at it’ (Benedict). This is consistent with the reviewed literature in that a 
well-defined protocol provides confidence and diminishes fear of criticism for staff (Credaro, 
2001; Williams & Dillon, 1992). 
iii. Fear of tarnished school reputation 
The participants report performance is a greater potential threat to school reputation than text 
selection. As such there is agreement amongst the participants that performance requires a 
higher standard of censorship. Fear of how the school is represented in the media is a focus of 
principals and executive leaders. Participants who are executive leaders in the larger leading 
121 
 
independent schools in this study frequently reference this concern in their responses (see Fig. 
4). This fear is a powerful motivator towards conservative censorship decisions particularly in 
the area of dramatic performance. 
Hero 
… of course the school being greatly concerned about its image and afraid of what is going to 
appear on the front page of the Sydney Morning Herald, or the local newspaper, the Head 
would be very much interested to know what was going to be performed publicly, and there 
would be, I’m sure, an understanding between the Head of the Department and staff and given 
the responsibility of the Head as the CEO, that there would have to be some modification if it 
was considered that the whole of the text or even part of the text was considered to be not in the 
best interests of how the school was to be presented. 
Hero explains that the predominant concern of the head of the school and the school executive 
is the threat of potential harm to the school’s standing and reputation, particularly due to the 
potential damage caused by scandalous reports in the media. In Hero’s view, her school is one 
of the more prestigious private girls schools in Sydney and so their sensitivities to scandal or the 
appearance of scandal, is quite preeminent. 
Hero 
‘Whilst performance decisions should not be overly affected by pressured public preference, it 
is understood that schools have to satisfy a very broad public, reaching beyond the school and 
local community to the broadest public sector. The media element of school based decisions and 
how these are broadcast has become an increasingly more significant aspect for schools’ 
(Questionnaire). 
This response by Hero in her questionnaire further amplifies her view, that the threat of how a 
school’s reputation can be damaged by the media’s handling of a potentially sensationalised 
incident, is valid (Enright, 1997; Montgomery, 2008a). Hero recognises that this pressure or fear 
of controversy should not be the governing criterion for these decisions, that it ‘should not be 
overly affected by pressured public preference’ (Hero). However, she acknowledges the realities 
of this influence as ‘an increasingly more significant aspect’ (Hero) significantly influencing 
decisions made within the school. The repeated reference to this threat throughout Hero’s 
interview is in itself an illustration of the deep concern and the significant influence this issue 
has upon the censoring of potentially controversial public performances in senior drama at 
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Hero’s school. 
Hero 
The reputation of independent schools is such that we are marketing entities as well. Education 
is our core business, but we do rely on the public and the public’s perception of the school … 
But I do think it is going to have a huge impact on the marketing level. And at what people 
perceive rather than what they believe, because they will perceive because of their emotional 
response not because of their rational response. 
A key concept identified by Hero is the problem that the dialogue surrounding this issue can 
often be emotive rather than rational. This emotive rather than rational response to challenge 
and complaint is evident in a number of the narratives shared by the participants of this study. 
The fourth and final theme and the second emerging from the question of why censorship is 
occurring in these schools is ideology. Under this theme of ideologically driven censorship, five 
sub-themes emerge: 
1. Religious position 
2. Educational merit 
3. Personal ethics 
4. Student needs 
5. Community standards. 
These themes will each be analysed in the following section. 
2. Ideological basis (Theme 4) 
Collins (1992) in his findings concluded ‘philosophy and, according to some, theology is 
necessary for ascertaining as fully as possible the directions and meanings of the educational 
process, including accompanying plans of censorship’ (Collins, 1992, p. 51). The same study 
recognised ‘an immediately practical need for philosophical reflection upon education, 
including censorship, in the public forum’ (Collins, 1992, p. 51). Following Collins’ suggestion 
the participants’ reflections are systematically reported below. 
i. Religious position 
The degree of religious influence varies between the two Catholic schools in this case study. 
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However, there is general homogeneity in the values and standards applied to censorship. This 
is attributed to the historical Catholic ethos and traditions common to the two schools. This 
historical influence is seen as a source of ethical inertia (Tinsey, 1998).  
Hero 
I think it still comes back to the school’s traditions that did have a Christian ethos. I think the 
value system we have is informed by that but as far as any selection of texts now or any 
performance now that would be the only influence. That would be the tradition because there 
would be no outside or even internal difficulty we would have with anyone representing the 
church. 
Benedict 
I know that we operate under the [religious order] ethos … so I imagine it’s the same central 
governing body that makes the ultimate decisions … we do still have some sisters on the board 
… I haven’t seen any direct input. 
The Catholic Church plays a relatively minor role in terms of direct involvement in the 
management of both these Catholic schools in the experience of the participants. Religious 
influence did not rank as significant in their questionnaire responses in this case study. In the 
questionnaire Hero, Benedict and Beatrice all ranked the church as the lowest influence (see 
Appendix 2) of the sources for moral authority for their school. 
This correlates with Hero’s view expressed in her interview regarding the arm’s length position 
of her school to religious affiliation and influence. However, Benedict sees the church as 
significantly involved in determining the general ethos under which his and Beatrice’s school 
operates.  
Benedict 
It [the school’s mission statement] says, ‘We teach based on the Gospel values we find in the 
Bible, but hope to create independent active members of society who can foster a personal 
spirituality’ or something. Which to me was really interesting when I read it because that’s 
really quite a liberal interpretation. 
This ‘liberal interpretation’ is present to varying degrees in both Catholic schools through 
tradition in Hero’s school and through religious representation on the school board in Beatrice’s 
and Benedict’s school.  
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Beatrice 
I think offending the Catholic Church … or anything that might promote against the teaching of 
the Catholic Church. Having said that you know in Summer of the Aliens there is that 
homosexuality element … however, we have to keep it within the confines of ‘this is a Catholic 
school and we’re not out to promote it’ … So it’s the same with performance, if you’re going to 
do a topic ‘remember we are within the Catholic Church’. 
Compared to Hero’s school the basis for censorship is much more defined as religious in this 
Catholic school, where Catholic ethos and values are to be unambiguously upheld. Beatrice 
argues that this still allows for exploration of alternate views through texts and topics with the 
caveat that these ‘anti-Catholic’ values and views, while being explored, are not being 
promoted. 
Benedict also reflects a sensitivity to the school position and demonstrates a preparedness to 
‘confine’ texts and topics to those that are within the ‘values’ he believes the school would wish 
to be applied – ‘I suppose being at a school that is linked to a religious ideology and set of 
values; I suppose I would have to think within those confines’ (Benedict). 
Beatrice 
The school sells itself as very much a Catholic school which is imbued with Catholic values and 
I think the parents expect that … there’s been a lot of discussion at our school about how 
Catholic we are and there’s a sense that they want the college to be more Catholic.  
Hero 
We have a religious base but it’s not a strong religious base … so our values are the values, 
which are honed by the school and its traditions. So the school has had a high reputation, a 
good reputation, a reputation we’d want to uphold in the community … A lot of them chose the 
school because it doesn’t have a religious base. 
Both schools are responding to their constituents in how much emphasis they place on religious 
influence. Beatrice argues that being a Catholic school means upholding Catholic values and 
traditions. The expressed desire for Catholic values to be stronger in the school culture, suggests 
that there has been a decline in the teaching of Catholic values that school leaders wish to be 
corrected.  
Hero’s school is representative of many of the traditional prestigious church schools of Sydney 
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whose governance ties to their founding faith order is often more distant (Flynn & Mok, 2002). 
The basis for policy decisions regarding censorship in Hero’s school is not primarily aligned 
with a religious ideology in her experience. However, Hero explains that the Catholic traditions 
that influence these schools provide a Christian ethical basis for determining standards. This 
claim is substantiated in Tinsey’s (1998) more detailed study into this particular issue. 
ii. Educational merit 
Drama teacher participants frequently cite educational merit as a significant criterion for 
consideration in the censorship decision-making process. Though not explicitly stated, the 
importance of dealing with difficult issues in the context of a pedagogy that promotes empathic 
enactment is seen as highly significant in the moral formation of students (Edmiston, 2000; 
Feinberg, 2014; Winston, 1999). The participants view this as critical to the delivery of a quality 
education for young adults. Beatrice and Benedict usually frame and justify a text on the basis 
of its selection by the Board of Studies on its course prescriptions list. 
Benedict 
There is so much about the drama course … that is treating these young adults as essentially or 
on that journey to becoming in charge of their own lives and their own thinking and their own 
creative processes so, for me personally I would love to say we should be able to study anything 
that at least the Board of Studies approves. If they say it’s worthy and worth studying then we 
should be able to do it … If there is contentious material within the play that is not going to be 
of any educational or theatrical benefit for the students to study, I would probably not elect it. 
Benedict argues that all HSC Drama students should be permitted access to any text on the 
Board of Studies course prescriptions of texts and topics for the HSC. He believes the Board of 
Studies should be trusted to select texts that are meritorious and suitable for senior drama 
students to study. Benedict’s response to this same question in the questionnaire reveals 
consistency with this line of argument. Educational merit for the students is his primary 
criterion when looking at selecting potentially contentious material. Both Hero and Beatrice cite 
educational merit as a key factor in offering a defence for a challenged text. Hero argues it is in 
the faculty that the expertise rests to ‘argue for that particular text, the value of it educationally’.  
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Hero 
[The criterion should be] the value of the text for the development of dramatic arts skills ... If it 
reflects what’s happening in society at that time and it seems to be viable, then I think there is 
an argument for the text’s inclusion, even if there is language or it is a bit contentious with the 
subject matter … Good teaching will always give students the opportunity to have made 
available to them ideas, issues that are not part of their lives. That is a good thing. That is a 
way we learn, we learn through literature. 
Hero in her questionnaire response also raises discrimination and bias as significant 
considerations for censorship when considering the educational merit of potentially contentious 
material.  
Hero 
‘Any material that could be considered lewd, discriminatory (ie race, religion, gender, social 
standing, political persuasion); gratuitous violence or excessive graphic violence … Biased 
material presenting only one view, particularly a narrow or extreme view’ (Questionnaire). 
These issues do not loom large in the responses of the participants of this study but were central 
considerations of the OnStage censorship related in Chapter 1. It seems that the focus of 
censorship activity in schools is on areas of language, sex and violence with issues such as 
discrimination, bias or political manipulation being seen as less concerning. 
iii. Personal ethics 
The participants in this case study express a need to be sensitive to and to accommodate a 
variety of personal ethical positions without imposing their own. It is the common view 
amongst the participants of this case study that the most influential person in determining values 
and standards in a school is the principal and her executive. The role of the faculty head and the 
teaching staff is to know, understand and apply these values and standards. Both Beatrice and 
Benedict emphasise how these standards change markedly with change in executive staff. 
Beatrice 
‘Despite the school I am in it is a shame to modify a text for public performance however, we 
have to modify mainly on the grounds of language and gesture’ (Questionnaire). 
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Benedict 
‘I suppose my opinions are a little more grey here. Ideally I believe censorship in the creative 
arts for HSC students shouldn’t exist … It is in its presentation, however, that the more practical 
element of my beliefs kicks in’ (Questionnaire). 
This oscillation between the idealism of ‘exposure’ and the pragmatics of a ‘protectionist’ view 
expressed here by Benedict and Beatrice is resonant with Credaro’s (2001) conclusions that risk 
and censorship must be kept in a delicate balance. These teachers are reticent to apply their own 
standards and values to censoring student work but feel they ‘have to’ censor student 
performance work in line with the standards of the school. Beatrice and Benedict articulate a 
sensitivity to uphold and apply the values and standards of their school over their own personal 
values and views. 
Benedict, Beatrice and Hero in their questionnaire response also see executive staff as the most 
influential stakeholders in determining values of the school rating them as highly significant in 
their questionnaire responses. They observe that there is significant and immediate change in 
the criteria and standard applied to determining what material can be studied and performed 
when there is a change in executive personnel. This highlights the concept of power, and where 
this rests in determining how and why censorship occurs in a school.  
Benedict 
There does seem to have been a change here which is really interesting because I suppose it 
says a lot about the influence of the people who are running the school … I suppose it’s more an 
open mind … I think there has been a change that is directly reflective of people who are in 
those positions. 
Beatrice 
It’s a little different with the new, current deputy, who didn’t make as nearly as many changes 
[when censoring performances]. 
In the participants’ responses a pattern of emphasis between ‘protecting the school’ and 
‘protecting the curriculum’ can be seen. Hero who is on the executive, views the question of 
censorship from the perspective of potential damage to the school’s standing foremost in her 
responses, while Benedict expresses more frequently his concern for the educational merit of 
the material students can access. Beatrice as a middle manager expresses views that are 
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sensitive to both the school’s standing and the student’s right to access quality dramatic 
material. She explains how she has to wear ‘two hats’ in making censorship decisions and is 
conflicted between her personal values and ethics and those of the school. This shifting focus of 
censorship motivation correlates with the position held in the school and is present across the 
three case studies as a consistent theme. 
iv. Student needs  
The participants in this case study raise the concept of age-appropriateness and individual 
student needs frequently and their views resonate with findings in other published studies 
(Blaxland, 2000a, p. 13; Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Winch, 2004).  
Benedict 
There are some students in my current Year 12 cohort whose maturity far outweighs others, and 
this obviously has a bearing on their ability to properly engage with certain issues that are 
provocative, challenging, or simply beyond their experience. 
Beatrice 
18-year-old girls are not thinking the same as 12-year-old girls. 
Benedict makes the distinction between chronological age and individual maturity in 
considering the idea of age-appropriateness and censorship. He acknowledges the broad range 
of emotional development in adolescence. Benedict argues that senior students should be 
permitted greater autonomy to direct their own learning. 
The other consideration that emerges in the question of age-appropriateness when considering a 
dramatic performance is the age of the potential audience. This issue seems to be a greater 
influence on censorship in the minds of the participants than the age of the students performing 
the material as they more frequently and forcefully mentions it. 
Beatrice 
I have it ringing in my ears all the time, whenever I’m watching a piece, is this going to be ok 
for a public performance … there could be a Year 7 student there, so the rule is kind of no 
swearing, no inappropriate gestures ... language or ideas, just in-case younger family members 
attend.  
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Hero 
There’s a fair degree of licence … It’s a fine line between stifling creativity and acknowledging 
something a student has created and has great value. But I do think again because usually the 
audience for those performances are usually a family audience, so you still have to work within 
the bounds of you know perceived decency … I think we do always need to take into 
consideration who the audience will be … you often have a very broad audience, you have 
younger siblings for example you have grand parental generations … parents who might have 
come from a different cultural, religious background. I don’t think you need to be offensive. 
v. Community standards 
The general community standards to be considered for censorship are reasonably similar across 
the participants of this case study with swearing, graphic violence and sexual content being the 
most commonly mentioned areas of concern. This finding is congruent with the findings of 
other studies (Blaxland, 2000a; Credaro, 2001; French, 2003; Reichman, 2001). However, all 
participants in this case study acknowledge that moral standards are dynamic, evolving with 
changing community expectations and executive personnel. 
Benedict 
We tell the girls you just have to be considerate of some of the values of the audience. 
Hero 
Subject matter that was in any way, again looking at social standards, obscene, if it was 
gratuitous, or it would appear to be gratuitous as far as violence is concerned, sexual 
behaviour. I think anything that would fall into the obscene as in not fitting with the morality of 
the society generally. 
Hero’s position is responsive to the changing views of a dynamic society as she argues that 
censorship decisions need to fit ‘with the morality of the society’ (Hero). Community standards 
are in large degree a reflection of the morality of the time and these standards can be quite 
dynamic, shifting often rapidly within a community (Schrader, 1996). 
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Conclusions 
Censorship and particularly self-censorship activity in the experience of these participants, is 
primarily motivated by avoidance of potential conflict with parents and executive staff. Much of 
this activity described by the participants can be seen to be equivalent to activity described as 
teacher self-censorship (Bunn, 2015; Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Credaro, 2001, p. 7; French, 
2003, p. 25; Moody, 2005, p. 4). 
The censorship position of the three participants of this case study (Benedict, Beatrice and 
Hero) oscillates between the ‘exposure’ and ‘protectionist’ positions. They all express a similar 
and reasonably centrist position in the debate, not because they are comfortable sitting on the 
fence on the question of censorship, but rather because it reflects the precarious tight rope they 
walk between their personal ‘exposure’ views on censorship and the more ‘protectionist’ views 
they are compelled to uphold within the schools in which they work. They understand and 
articulate views on both sides of this argument in many of their responses. They align 
themselves philosophically with a liberal ‘exposure’ position. However, they are sympathetic 
and supportive of their school’s more ‘protectionist’ censorship policies and protocols. This 
oscillating deliberation between a ‘protectionist’ and ‘exposure’ paradigm is seen, by the 
participants in this case study, as a tension they must balance between the ideal and the 
pragmatic. 
The approach to censorship in both schools represented in this case study, is also due in some 
measure to the substantive influence of their shared Catholic heritage (Tinsey, 1998) and their 
demographic as affluent girls schools. There are similar and overlapping themes emerging from 
both schools in how censorship is approached. However, due to the contrasting ideological 
position of the two schools, the argument for why censorship is employed has distilled different 
issues and themes across the two schools. These themes are complementary rather than 
contradictory. It is consistent across the three case studies that the more prestigious the school 
and the higher up in leadership the participant, the greater is the concern expressed for school 
reputation. 
The three participants of this case study express the view that the Catholic schools in which they 
work are centred but moving towards the ‘exposure’ paradigm as defined in Chapter 1. This is 
particularly true of Hero’s school, which she classifies as very much on the liberal side of the 
spectrum. Both ‘protectionist’ and ‘exposure’ views are expressed in the policies and practice of 
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both Catholic schools. However, the reasoning for their views is markedly different. For 
Beatrice and Benedict’s school, the reasoning is based on remaining faithful to the school’s 
Catholic values and traditions. For Hero’s school, the reasoning is based on reputational 
pressures to ensure that the school’s standing in its community is upheld. Though the basis for 
why censorship is employed is expressed as ideologically different between these schools, there 
is a similar effect on how the question of censorship is managed in both schools. This similarity 
provides evidence that a single conceptual framework and review process may serve the needs 
of schools with varying ideological bases. 
Text censorship 
There was scant evidence of parental complaint or formal challenges regarding text selection in 
this case study. However, despite the low frequency of incidents that the participants recalled, 
the fear of an incident is apparent and palpable in many interview and questionnaire responses. 
It is this fear that seems to drive both teaching and executive staff in the direction of self-
censorship. When thinking of introducing a possibly contentious text for her senior students, 
Beatrice articulates her concern that ‘this could be an issue with a parent’ (Beatrice). Benedict 
rated in his questionnaire that parents were ‘highly’ influential in deciding texts for study and 
Hero in her more liberal school context rated parents as ‘fairly’ influential. These responses 
indicate that there is at least a perception in the minds of these participants that parental issues 
pose a potential threat. This is consistent with the findings in the literature reviewed that 
perceived ‘fears’ of complaint, can be as influential as actual challenges (Schrader, 1996) and 
that these perceived fears are a significant driver of self-censorship (Credaro, 2001, p. 7; 
French, 2003, p. 25; Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Moody, 2005, p. 4; Morton, 1997, p. 1; Nimon, 
2005a; 2005b, p. 11; Schrader, 1996, p. 71). 
Performance censorship 
In this case study there is considerably more resources, time and energy invested in censoring 
public performances compared to that spent on censoring texts. Public performance also attracts 
far more attention and time from executive staff. It appears that drama in performance is 
considered ‘dangerous’ and requiring containment when released from the page to the stage. 
When contained to the page drama is viewed as relatively benign. All three participants in this 
case study report far more censorship of performances than of texts and that school executive 
are far more concerned and involved in the censorship of drama performance.  
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Benedict  
I do think there is something of a divide between what is appropriate within the classroom 
environment and in a public performance environment … I admit I still get uncomfortable 
watching a 17-year-old student perform in an overtly sexual manner for example, and I 
certainly wouldn’t want to present that to a wider community of parents and stakeholders in a 
school. I would be more comfortable with it in a classroom though. 
Benedict believes a different approach to censorship and censorship standards should be applied 
to the classroom performance as opposed to the public performance of HSC Drama. This view 
is consistent with Board of Studies Advice to Schools Regarding Content (Office Board of 
Studies, 2005) and views expressed by other participants in this study. In the classroom, he sees 
a more liberal approach as being appropriate. In the classroom the censorship decision should be 
left to the professional judgement of the teacher. 
The next chapter investigates how and why censorship of senior drama texts and performances 
occurs in the context of the Christian school and is organised under the same themes and sub-
themes utilised in this case study chapter for ease of contrast and comparison. 
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Chapter 6 Case Study 2 – Christian Schools 
I believe that censorship grows out of fear, and because fear is contagious some parents are 
easily swayed ... This fear is often disguised as moral outrage.  
– Judy Blume (1999) 
Introduction 
Christian schools in Australia have experienced rapid growth in the last few decades becoming 
one of the three largest non-government religious school systems in New South Wales and 
Australia (Low, 2013, ABS 2014). Because of its size and its ideological approach to 
curriculum it was selected as a suitable case study for this inquiry. All three participants in this 
case study are colleagues in the same co-educational K-12 fundamentalist (Buckingham, 2010) 
Christian school of over 1200 students. This provides a more monochromatic view of the 
situation operating typically in schools of this type than in the previous case study or in the next 
where more than one school is represented. However, it provides insight into the contrasting 
views from three hierarchical positions of teacher, faculty head and executive when confronted 
with the same issues and instances of censorship of senior drama curriculum. 
Before investigating the detail of the views expressed by the three participants, the school that is 
the focus of this case study will be further contextualised. 
Introducing the Christian school 
The school in this study is a member of Christian Schools Australia. It is a K-12 co-educational 
school, non-denominational and with a governing board of Christian parents elected from the 
school’s parent association. It is described as ‘founded on biblical-based beliefs’ (ACARA, 
2014), and informed ideologically by the Dutch Reformed heritage of the Christian school 
movement (Justins, 2002). 
Lysander 
I would say that it [the school] is more seeking to be influenced by the Bible than necessarily by 
the church. It’s a difficult kind of distinction … We cover all denominations, backgrounds and 
traditions here. We have a statement of faith … It’s not exclusive as a statement of faith it’s 
more inclusive. It says these are the basic things that define what we’re about and while you are 
welcome to hold views outside this statement of faith they are not necessarily views that we 
would push within this community … our mission statement is based on biblical values. 
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Lysander is Head of the Senior School and part of the principal’s executive team. He explains 
how this reformed evangelical Bible-based approach to education and school management is 
expressed in this school. This is quite distinctive from the previous case study where Catholic 
traditions and values were held in significantly higher regard for establishing school policy and 
practice than a ‘biblical position’. This is a significant ideological and theological difference 
between the Catholic and Protestant divide, but it is particularly acute in these fundamentalist 
Christian schools more literal interpretation of the Bible influenced by their Dutch reformed 
heritage (Justins, 2002). 
Within the spectrum of Christian schools this school is probably closer to the liberal end of that 
demographic as Lysander explains where he compares his school’s position to more 
conservative views of other Christian schools – ‘I’m aware of some Christian schools who say 
“no we will not have any portrayal of whatever within our school”’ (Lysander). 
The other particularly distinctive ideological position of these Christian schools is the degree of 
parent influence in their governance and their management (Justins, 2002, p. 126). Catholic and 
Anglican schools see the parent body as a voice to be considered, but authority and power rests 
with the principal for determining curriculum. However, in these schools this model of ‘parent 
control’ creates a significantly different dynamic and culture when it comes to questions of 
curriculum determination as parents are ideologically positioned as ‘the primary’ controlling 
agent of education. 
Lysander 
Parents are very influential because our philosophy is one that parents are the primary 
educators of their kids. It’s not schools, it’s actually parents. 
The next section of this chapter will summarise and analyse the responses of the three 
participants of this case study, as they relate to why and how censorship occurs in the experience 
of these participants working in these schools. The four identified emerging themes (see Table 
2.5) and the headings and sub-headings employed in the previous case study chapter are 
mirrored in this chapter. This structure allows for systematic comparison and contrast between 
the findings of each case study in the concluding chapters of this thesis. 
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How texts are censored 
HSC Drama texts for study have never been censored or challenged in this school. This could be 
due to the high level of self-censorship that has occurred in this domain by drama teachers. 
Hermia  
It’s never happened and I’ve always been the one who’s chosen it. Yeah, so I don’t know what 
that situation would look like. 
Helena 
Most of the time I actually leave it up to (Hermia) to decide … She has never chosen anything 
that is highly controversial. 
Lysander 
This is my eighth year here and I can’t think of one issue that has come up in terms of text 
selection. 
Hermia explains that the texts set for study have always been benign choices and that is why the 
need to defend a text has never arisen. It is likely that self-censorship is occurring, as teachers 
will not consider selecting any HSC texts from the Board of Studies Course Prescriptions List 
that may be seen as potentially contentious. 
Hermia 
When I first came to the school there was already texts undergoing and I stayed with those ones 
and they were pretty tame, very tame 1950s Australian plays … I haven’t had to make a tough 
call. 
The next section will analyse and report how censorship of performance in senior drama is 
managed in this case study. 
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How performances are censored 
Imposed censorship (Theme 2) 
i. Formal challenge 
Similarly to the Catholic school case study an incident during a public performance of HSC 
Drama performances was the catalyst for implementing a censorship review process that 
included direct oversight by executive staff vetting and censoring HSC performances. The 
response by the school to complaints of the performance evening seems to be similarly reactive 
to the incident cited in the Catholic school in the previous chapter. The principle applied in both 
contexts is having a senior member of the executive staff directly responsible for censorship 
determinations. The censorship criterion in this instance is determining the standard that parents 
will find acceptable.  
Helena 
There is now. [A censorship policy. Helena smiles wryly.] I was sitting next to the headmaster. I 
just died I nearly died. That’s what prompted the review of the whole performance thing. 
Hermia 
There is such a range of attitudes in, particularly parents and so you have to be very sensitive 
… There has been some parents, some teacher issues with some stuff that was performed in 
showcase nights, we have kind of got a bit more formal about [censorship]. 
Lysander 
It means understanding the expectations of our parent community. Now that is going to be 
really really varied. We are going to have some parents who are quite open to anything going at 
the same time we will have parents who are way more conservative than the school would be. 
So trying to meander through that quagmire is about having the awareness and the sensitivity of 
what’s happening with our parents. We have had situations … [describes an example involving 
swearing]. 
Lysander explains that the censorship standard that he determines as the overseer of censorship 
may be too liberal for some parents and too conservative for others but that this is the 
‘quagmire’ he must meander through by being responsive to the general mood of the parent 
body in these matters. 
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ii. Executive staff censorship  
The participants agree that the principal and executive are the most influential stakeholders in 
the school for determining policy and standards. They set all policy and are responsible for the 
biblical interpretations that inform the standards and criteria for the implementation of policy. In 
the area of censorship of senior drama performances senior executive staff also personally apply 
this policy. 
From the formal challenge described in the previous section has emerged a refined and 
proactive censorship process. It involves the arts teaching staff being challenged to constrain 
and censor student creative choices. The faculty head counsels students to limit their HSC 
creative works to G rated content and provides on-going supervision and guidance to ensure 
students’ work complies with what has been mandated. Finally a review process by a panel of 
senior staff occurs to determine final censorship and vetting of performances. 
Hermia 
I don’t believe it’s a written document or anything like that but last year what we did was, we 
had our faculty head and our Head of Senior School view performances for selection in a 
showcase. The issue was the idea of public performance and the audience members and how it’s 
representing the school and their values. 
Helena 
there are guidelines [BOS Advice to Schools] that say it has to be within the ethics of the 
school community or something like that. That’s what I quote in my little spiel that goes home 
… [the students] go to the committee to perform your piece and we will decide if it’s ‘G’ rated 
or not. So we have had to pull some things out which is really sad. But they know about that up 
front … The Head of Senior School I will refer to and I like him to view if there is anything that 
I’m a little bit worried about I like him to be able to view it. It was initiated by me because I 
want the buck to stop with him so if there are complaints. I suppose I just want to cut anything 
that could go awry off at the pass. 
Lysander 
The first year or two were really dark, dark in the sense it was covering things such as suicide, 
extreme sexuality issues, extreme language kinds of stuff and the such, and the mood of the 
night was kind of very dark, very depressing and very down, which prompted us to rethink 
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what’s actually going on within our whole creative arts area. What level of guidance, direction 
is being given in terms of what kids actually do. What we found is that by and large there was 
little guidance given, there was a sense of ‘well look these kids are just expressing what they 
want to express, who are we as teachers to restrain that. You know if that’s what they want to 
do that’s what they want to do’. So we challenged that thinking to say … we are in community 
and being in community means that we don’t – expression is not only an individual right, 
expression is also a community responsibility. 
The three perspectives of this censorship process provide clarifying insights. All three 
participants value the responsibility for censorship resting with the Head of Senior School 
Lysander. Both Hermia and Helena frequently mention their concern and fear of parental 
complaint as something they perceive to be quite threatening. There is a sense in Helena’s and 
Hermia’s responses of ‘please can you look after this’ as they wish to avoid conflict, contention 
and getting it wrong. The rhetoric of censorship expressed by Lysander includes language such 
as being ‘tougher’, ‘challenging’ staff and ‘restraining’ students. There is no mention of 
educational merit as a basis to be included in the censorship consideration. Hermia seems to 
express a sense of dissatisfaction verging on disdain at the outcome of this process. 
Hermia 
Who am I to say, ‘Oh you’ve got to do Care Bears Incorporated’ you know? 
The pragmatic difficulties of implementing executive staff direct oversight of censorship 
decisions are also apparent. Hermia describes the difficulty of trying to facilitate this new policy 
of ensuring Lysander sees all the performances before they are publically performed. They are 
often not seen until the last moment when students are cut from the performance program. All 
three participants report that the affected students and their parents often view this as rather 
unfair and unnecessary censorship. This is similar to the problems encountered in the Catholic 
school case study where a similar protocol that required executive staff to view all performances 
was found to be unworkable and so they resorted to vetting scripts rather than previewing 
performances. 
Hermia 
Finding a time that they can perform for these head teachers, I know last year it was very kind 
of last minute, it was just lucky that they could get out of class to come see it … It’s still a little, 
kind of afterthought-ish and I don’t think it necessarily will screen for all problems … I was 
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feeding to him [Lysander] the individual performance rationales … an individual performance 
rationale is no real indicator of what the end performance will be [twelve months later]. But it 
was kind of I guess to give a clear message to the students that they needed to shape their piece 
in a way that met the ethos of the school. 
There is significant pressure on these young adult drama students to select works to study and 
perform that will align with the school’s ideology and to avoid any dramatic texts that are not 
‘G’ rated. This leaves a very narrow and unsophisticated range of texts available for these senior 
drama students to study and perform. 
Helena 
They have to do a statement of intent at the beginning … so we say we’re a Christian school 
these are our values if you would like your work to be performed here at our school … it needs 
to be ‘G’ rated and it needs to be in the context of the school. We get the parents to sign it and 
we get the kids to sign it ... 
These censorship protocols seem to lack considered reflection in their design. They result in 
Hermia and Helena feeling disempowered and disenfranchised from the censorship decision-
making process. They both report that the pragmatics of implementation of these censorship 
protocols is problematic and difficult to implement. The outcome in this instance was to leave 
the drama teacher unsure of the censorship criteria and standards to be applied and the head of 
department struggling to implement the protocols in a timely manner.  
The next section of this chapter focuses on the question of basis regarding why dramatic texts 
and performances are censored. Responses from the three participants are analysed and 
synthesised under the themes introduced previously that is ‘fear’ and ‘ideological bases’. 
Why censorship occurs 
1. Fear (Theme 3) 
i. Fear of parental disapproval 
In the questionnaire, all the participants in this case study rated parents as highly influential for 
text selection and extremely influential for public performance. In the questionnaire and 
interview responses, the degree of influence of parents and the degree of concern expressed for 
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the power that parents wield is consistently significantly high in the participants’ data. 
Hermia as the classroom teacher is critical of the degree of influence and sway that a single 
vocal parent can have. She expresses a desire that school leaders would demonstrate greater 
resistance to parent pressure and provide protection of their teaching staff. In her experience 
school management seemed to side against teachers when their professional judgement is 
questioned by parents. Hermia is nevertheless empathetic for the executive because of how 
‘scary and very powerful’ these parents can be as she has experienced on more than one 
occasion. She is not antithetical or oppositional to the parent body. On the contrary she wants a 
professional, valued ‘positive relationship’.  
Hermia 
People who are in the upper roles end up bending to individual parents or individual voices 
when perhaps they should take a stronger kind of standing point … those vocal parents can be 
very scary and very powerful. And I’ve seen it happen a couple times … [Parents are] for me the 
biggest stakeholders … and I also want to have a positive relationship with them and I want 
them to value what I do in the classroom and regard me professionally.  
Helena 
Parental values are felt very strongly here. 
This degree of fear is also apparent in Helena’s responses in her questionnaire and interview. It 
is also reflected in the feedback and comments that were made by the executive after the ‘dark’ 
performances at the showcase evening that was the catalyst for the new interventionist 
censorship policy created in the wake of that evening. The degree of influence and fear 
generated by a minority of vocal parents in this school is having a considerable effect on 
censorship and self-censorship in the experience of these participants. This situation highlights 
fear of potential criticism as a significant driver of censorship and self-censorship in schools 
(Berkley, 1993; Blaxland, 2000c; French, 2003; Gatewood, 2002; Hoch, 1981; Lent & Pipkin, 
2013; Maher, 1986; Moody, 2005; Polya, 2004; Williams & Dillon, 1993). 
Moody suggests that teachers ‘may in fact censor subconsciously, or even consciously when 
potential personal threats are perceived’ (Moody, 2005, p. 4). Moody in her Australian study 
sees these ‘personal threats’ stemming from a perception by teachers of possible conflict with 
the wider school community and school management. The governance model of ‘parent-
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controlled’ Christian schools provides a context for this fear of parental hegemony to flourish. 
Hermia, Helena and Lysander all report the great power that parents wield in this school. 
Hermia often reports how powerful and ‘scary’ the parent body is. Christian school governance 
is based on an ideology that comes from deeply held religious convictions (Justins, 2002). 
ii. Fear of executive staff disapproval 
In the questionnaire, the influence of the executive staff on ‘determining the values of the 
school’ was rated as HIGHLY by Helena and Lysander, and EXTREMELY by Hermia (see 
Appendix 2). Hermia, to the open question in the questionnaire for the basis for censorship in 
her school, responded: ‘If the principal/exec deems it inappropriate for the school’s 
ethos/values.’ Lysander agrees with this perspective - [The school executive’s] ‘influence is 
really quite extensive’. 
The challenge and direct controlling oversight placed on the Drama teacher by the executive 
staff in this case study has created a context where the Drama teacher is left feeling rather 
vulnerable and disenfranchised from her professional practice. This context has produced a 
situation where the teacher no longer feels supported or able to make professional judgements in 
the area of curriculum censorship. 
Hermia 
And in that way because I didn’t understand why they were outraged at this I was kind of glad 
that this happened because I was like, ‘Well if I didn’t see that this was an issue then it will 
happen again because I can’t read your mind on these things. So at the end of the day if you 
make the call, you make the call because obviously I can’t please you, you know I don’t know 
what, what your expectations are’. 
Lysander as the architect of the new censorship protocols does not seem to be aware of 
Hermia’s concerns or frustration with what she sees as inconsistent application of censorship 
standards that she finds difficult to follow. Lysander’s engagement with the teaching staff seems 
to be highly critical. His management style was to remove teacher agency. This seems to have 
produced an increasing atmosphere of fear of the executive, promoting censorship and self-
censorship. Hermia reports that this action by Lysander creates confusion, disenfranchisement 
and resignation - ‘I just go along with it’ (Hermia). This is a classic ‘chilling effect’ (Cossett-
Lent & Pipkin, 2013). 
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Helena, the faculty head, also reports a lack of confidence to make decisions and wants 
Lysander to take on this responsibility. This is not indicative behaviour of a faculty head feeling 
assured and empowered. Williams and Dillon (1993) claim that some of the blame for this 
circumstance rests not only with management but also with those in positions of responsibility 
below them. ‘What is disturbing about this type of censorship is the lack of confidence it 
implies teacher-librarians have in their own judgement; worse it suggests professional 
cowardice and dishonesty on their part’ (Williams & Dillon, 1993, p. 93). This is perhaps harsh 
criticism but they are correct in claiming that there is a professional responsibility on educators 
to defend the curriculum for the benefit of students, which often requires some courage. In this 
case study it is evident that teacher confidence is being eroded by fear of executive staff 
disapproval.  
The next section explores the final theme analysing the ideological basis for censorship in this 
case study as observed by the three participants Hermia, Helena and Lysander. 
2. Ideological basis (Theme 4) 
i. Religious position 
In the questionnaire, all three participants ranked the Bible at number one as the most influential 
source for moral authority in the school. They also all ranked it at number one for themselves 
personally as the most influential source of moral authority in shaping their personal views. This 
ranking of the Bible as the primary source of their professional and personal ideological basis is 
much higher than the other participants in this study. 
Hermia 
The grounds upon which values are based in our school is the Bible. I think that’s a good way 
to base your values on. I think our school is good at that, and like anything good at it in 
intention but obviously in practice it doesn’t always happen … in all our curriculum programs 
we have values that are based on a biblical viewpoint, and a biblical worldview.  
Helena 
Biblical. [Identifying the basis of values in the school]. 
All three participants hold biblical authority as the primary and incontrovertible source of truth 
and moral standards. This is ubiquitous amongst Christian schools and is part of their 
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foundational DNA (Justins, 2002). To further tease out the approach taken to utilising biblical 
authority to determine values and approaches to censorship, the participants were asked the 
following question: 
How do you think the school determines a biblical position on a question of censorship? 
Each participant’s response is quite detailed but is reported in full below, as their responses are 
very informative to the research question. 
Hermia (drama teacher) candidly confesses that she does not know how the Bible, the primary 
source of authority and truth in her school, is interpreted or applied to forming a response to 
censorship. She goes on to state that it is a matter of personal interpretation that is frustratingly 
determined not by dialogue or transparent rational informed exegesis of the relevant biblical 
passages, but by the school leaders with the greatest power to impose their view.  
Hermia 
I’d like for the school to have something formalised in that manner because for me like I said, I 
feel like it is one person’s discernment over another and I guess in the end someone who’s got a 
higher role has higher power in terms of discernment … I feel like it’s kind of a personal thing 
at our school and it isn’t formalised. 
Helena (faculty head) had difficulty in responding to this question. Her genuine attempt to 
provide the ‘correct’ response to the question was quite rambling. Not apparent in the transcript 
but evident at the time of the interview in her vocal and interpersonal cues, was a sense of 
seeking assurance from me that she was answering ‘correctly’. Though her response failed to 
engage with the question, it did reveal her desire for the drama curriculum to be used as a tool to 
teach and ‘enforce’ biblical values. I do not think this is what Lysander means by a ‘Christian’ 
approach to the teaching of the arts. It is nevertheless what Helena has seemed to conclude as 
the required approach. What these biblical values are and how and who determines them, is 
evidently not understood by Helena.  
Helena 
[Long pause. Clarified question. Long pause. Very long pause.] They would probably look at 
the values being conveyed in the text and whether that whether that [pause] contravenes biblical 
values or whether there’s a way of teaching that in a way biblical values can be enforced. So if 
it contravenes – so say if it’s Underbelly [Popular graphic Australian crime TV show] right ok 
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well then you could use that to enforce, not that you’d ever do Underbelly. So ok let’s look at a 
society where there was no values at all, this is what this play is talking about blah blah blah. 
Do you know what I mean? So it’s not explicitly – obviously not all plays and musicals are 
about Christian you know the Gospels you know. But if there could be plays for teaching values 
in everything we do. 
Lysander’s response confirms that it is the executive’s interpretation of the Bible that 
determines policy. This policy sets the framework by which decisions are to be made by faculty 
heads and departments. Whilst Lysander states he is not involved in micromanaging and 
scrutinising his faculty heads by not demanding to see every text they select, this is not the case 
in the area of HSC Drama performance, where he does view every performance to determine 
whether or not it should be censored. 
Lysander 
Ok yeah good. The leadership team of the school, which consists of principal, assistant 
principal, heads of school [list executive positions] we are responsible for policy development 
of the school and every policy we look at, well what are the wider biblical principles that are 
underpinning what we are doing. So there’s a lot of discussion at that level in terms of what we 
can say and what we can’t say. And again it’s fairly minimalist. So where do we draw the line in 
the sand and how do we actually set some principles in place that will allow people to make 
decisions? So we need to be able to allow our faculty heads and departments to be able to make 
decisions so we are not in the business of checking every decision. I don’t go around saying 
right I want to see all the texts that you have chosen you know. But it’s more that our faculty 
heads if they want to choose something that is outside the policy will approach us. And then 
there will just be general types of audits in the sense that maybe parents will ask questions or 
make some comments and we’ll see how it looks and fits with the policy. 
When the participants were asked to state their personal views regarding basis for censorship, 
Hermia’s response was centred on student needs and educational merit. However, both Helena 
and Lysander responded with a religious position. 
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Helena 
[Long pause] I think if it’s completely contrary to God’s truth ok? [Seemed to be looking for 
assurance that this was the ‘right’ answer]. I think that everything that we teach everything that 
we teach ought to realise that God, that He is the basis, He is the author, He has a right way 
and wrong way. So just because God is truth and He is the basis of everything Maths, Science, 
whatever yeah? It’s not so much about what we are teaching, it’s about oh – oh I don’t know 
quite how to express it. Um He is the truth, truth is wrapped up in Him. If anything goes 
contrary to our Christian values. 
Lysander 
The classic one that comes to mind being, without wanting to get in to any explicit sexual 
material, might be things dealing with homosexuality. Christian schools are known to be not 
supportive of homosexual activity and yet at the same time we want to be saying we are very 
supportive of homosexual people. There’s no distinction between someone who is homosexual 
and someone who is a liar. We have all got, from the biblical perspective, we are all the same. 
So we should not be saying ‘Oh no that’s homosexuality we mustn’t have anything to do with 
that’. But it’s how you engage with that idea so we would want kids to be able to do that but we 
would need to provide the right framework to be able to support them to look critically at that. 
Along with suicide along with murder along with … 
What these responses reinforce is that a ‘biblical position’ is the touchstone for censorship 
criteria and standards both personally and professionally for the participants in this case. 
However, it further reinforces the difficulty of interpretation in determining these very criteria 
and standards. In the Protestant tradition, this has been the source of debate and schism. 
Scriptural exegesis is not always an exact science. Sometimes this is a matter of nuance but for 
some Christians it can be a matter of heresy. Hermia observes it is those with power who win 
the debate of biblical interpretation. It is an example of hegemony with the outcome of 
producing censorship pressure that leads to a narrow anaemic senior drama curriculum. 
ii. Educational merit 
Hermia believes ideally that possibly contentious topics and texts can have educational merit for 
students who have the maturity and capacity to explore these topics. Having an ‘open dialogue’ 
is seen as ‘helpful’ and of great benefit to these senior students. There is a tacit implication of 
Winston’s (1999) view of drama as a means of moral formation. 
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Hermia 
At the end of the day it’s about the class, the specific class … and what I as a teacher think will 
be of most benefit … with one group a text would be inappropriate and unhelpful but another 
group would be perhaps at a more sophisticated level of understanding … if the students are at 
a level of kind of capability then all those issues are helpful to kind of have open dialogue. 
Lysander and Helena speak in some detail of the responsibility the school has in the moral 
formation of students and of the central role of curriculum in shaping a student’s worldview 
(Feinberg, 2014). The arts curriculum is viewed as a powerful mechanism in the shaping of 
student views (Edmiston, 2000). The current process at this school is to censor material that 
explores views contrary to the views of the school as interpreted by the executive. 
iii. Personal ethics 
There is strong alignment between the personal ethics and ideological basis for these ethics of 
all the participants in this case study and that of the school. All participants demonstrate this in 
both their questionnaire and interview responses where the Bible is placed as the highest source 
of moral authority for both the school and the participant’s personally. This alignment between 
the participant’s personal views on censorship and the views of their school, is in contrast to the 
previous case study where there was contrast and some tension between the participants’ 
position on censorship and that taken by the schools in which they worked. In this case all claim 
the Bible as the ethical authority in censorship matters however, how the Bible is to be 
interpreted and applied to decisions is not clear to Hermia or Helena. The tension seems to come 
from the interpretation of what a Biblical position might be in a matter of censorship. In 
contrast, Lysander expresses great clarity and confidence in knowing how to apply Biblical 
principles to censorship decisions. 
Lysander 
We would not restrict stuff because we didn’t consider it to be wholesome if that makes sense. 
We are not wanting to exercise our censorship that you can’t read that you can’t engage with 
that because we are a Christian school. No we actually want kids to be able to engage with the 
world but to be able to engage critically with the world. 
The question in the interview schedule that prompted this response requested a personal view 
(see Appendix 1). This was a deliberate design feature of the interview schedule. This question 
147 
 
was designed to explore potential contrasts between the participant’s personal views and those 
of the school in which they work. Lysander’s answer to this request for his personal ethical 
position elicited a corporate response ‘We would not …’ Consciously, or perhaps 
subconsciously, Lysander expresses his personal view as the school’s position. This has some 
implications for the potential for democratic discussion to be viable in this school and suggests a 
hegemonic control on Biblical interpretation on matters of morality and ethics. If there is no 
space for discourse where contrasting views can be shared with reason arbitrating then perhaps, 
as Hermia believes, there is little point in entering into a dialogue. To express a contrary view in 
a school that employs on a basis of agreement to a homogeneous statement of faith may risk the 
teacher’s employment. 
iv. Student needs 
Lysander expresses a view that is reflective of a Lockean view of the child who should be 
provided with protection while they are maturing and provided greater liberties to decide 
matters of access for themselves as they move towards adulthood. This is most evident in his 
advocacy for the use of the broadly understood OFLC criteria and standards for establishing 
censorship decisions that are age-appropriate (Blaxland, 2000a; OFLC, 2011; Winch, 2004). 
The other participants of this case study also endorse this view. 
Lysander 
Personally I’m very supportive of the censorship laws of our country and the thinking and 
reasoning behind those censorship laws that take into account, the cognitive development and 
the development of moral thinking and emotional behavioural development of kids and the 
ability of a child to deal with the kinds of things they’re seeing. I think it’s a real concern that 
our society doesn’t see censorship as good and proper. 
Hermia 
… at the moment I have got a student who has just dealt with anorexia so a text that’s looking at 
that could be difficult … or maybe the students aren’t ready to deal with those things. 
Hermia also describes applying professional judgement to withhold contentious texts from 
particular students to avoid causing harm ‘If it has a negative impact on the particular group of 
students’ (Questionnaire). 
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Lysander 
I’m thinking along developmental lines … The journey I will take them on through Year 10 
through Year 11 so that they are ready in Year 12 to encounter some of the ideas … we take the 
view well depending on its rating that age group is able to deal with those ideas.  
Lysander believes that the emotional needs of the student and their developmental maturity 
must be considered in decisions of access to more mature material. However, for HSC Drama 
performance, senior students are restricted to creating and performing only “G” rated content.  
Hermia expresses concern for the individual needs of students. In this case a particular student 
due to personal difficulties, may not be in a position emotionally, to work with texts that deal 
with issues that are too close to the student’s personal circumstances. Hermia believes that the 
insight of the teacher would be beneficial in determining an appropriate outcome that is 
sensitive to addressing individual student needs. 
v. Community standards 
All three participants express a significant difference in the degree of concern between the 
selection of studied texts for the classroom and public performances. As with the previous case 
study the frequency of censorship and the time and effort exerted in managing the censorship of 
public performances for senior drama is considerably greater than that of censoring texts for 
study in the classroom.  
Hermia 
It’s particularly the public performance side of it ... not so much for in the classroom. 
Lysander 
‘Grounds for Censoring Text – Anything that would be rated MA or R 
Grounds for Censoring Performance – All public performance should satisfy G or PG criteria’ 
(Questionnaire). 
Lysander and Hermia explain that two different standards operate between the censorship of 
texts and censorship of performances. They recognise that a higher standard of censorship is 
appropriate for public performances on the grounds of the age and sensibilities of the potential 
audience, than for texts studied in the relative privacy of the classroom. This censoring seems to 
have the unintended effect of influencing senior drama students to avoid sophisticated and 
challenging dramatic works. 
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This idea of a school audience containing a wide range of ages and sensibilities requiring 
special consideration, is also a tenet of the Advice to Schools Regarding Content (Office Board 
of Studies, 2005). Lysander makes a direct link with the standards published by the Office of 
Film and Literature Classification (OFLC, 2011) to assist with the task of making this 
judgement. The principle of protecting an audience from ‘harm’, ‘oppression’ and ‘bullying’ is 
the basis for censoring these performances and resonates with the philosophical views of Mills 
explored in Chapter 1 (Winch, 2004). 
Hermia 
Because it’s a family event it’s an understanding of the audience. 
Helena 
There is consideration for the audience and in schools the audience usually are under 18.  
Lysander 
We say that all performances must be ‘PG’ [Parental Guidance] because … we could have 
kindergarten kids present viewing stuff. I mention the whole PG approach [OFLC ratings 
system] it’s one that I find that parents are able to understand. Parents who have a child doing 
their HSC and they’ve decided to do a drama that uses explicit language and we have said no 
they cannot perform that. A parent will argue ‘Well that is undue censorship’ … You might have 
something you want to say but you as a performer need to exercise restraint within the context 
of the community … that our audience doesn’t feel you know that they are being bullied, or 
being oppressed or they’re being harmed or any of those kinds of things. 
To conclude this chapter the most significant findings from the responses analysed in this case 
study will be summarised. 
Conclusions 
The censorship positions of the three participants of this case study (Hermia, Helena and 
Lysander) are quite contrasting. Helena (faculty head) and Lysander (Director of Studies) 
articulate a view consistent with the ‘protectionist’ paradigm. Hermia (drama teacher) however, 
is closer to an ‘exposure’ position in her personal views though sympathetic and supportive of 
operating within the protectionist views of the school. 
In comparison to the views expressed by the other seven participants of this study, Lysander’s 
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and Helena’s views on censorship are the most conservative and align most closely to the 
‘protectionist’ position discussed and defined in Chapter 1. 
Texts 
In this case study self-censorship appears to be reducing the likelihood of overt text censorship. 
The reason for this is Hermia’s desire to avoid making ‘them angry at me’. It is a motif 
throughout her interview both explicitly and sub-textually and aligns with findings in other 
studies (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Moody, 2005; Sloan, 2012; 
Thompson, 2012; Williams & Dillon, 1993) where self-censorship ensures that formal 
challenges of texts do not occur. 
Performances 
Lysander (Head of Senior School) expressed considerable thought in the approach and process 
that the school had adopted for managing censorship of senior drama performances, however he 
expressed this almost as polemic, taking on the role of apologist for Christian schooling and his 
school in particular.  
Lysander 
One of the exciting things I think about Christian education is that we really deal with deep 
theo-philosophical ideas and concepts that many in society flee from, they just don’t want to 
engage with these kinds of ideas, revolutionary ideas that really change your thinking.  
Many of his responses meandered away from the questions asked speaking rather of the virtues 
of the many community and mission programs that the school utilised to instil Christian values 
and virtues in the students. He positioned himself in the interview to be less inclined to discuss 
problems or criticisms of the school’s current approach to censorship. 
There is general homogeneity in the stated ideological basis for censoring texts and 
performances amongst the participants. All three declare a position that censorship decisions 
should be based on biblical values. They also utilise the OFLC (2011) standards ("Australian 
Classifcation Act," 1995) and the Board of Studies advice to schools regarding content (Office 
Board of Studies, 2005), as guides to process, criteria and standards for decisions of censorship. 
However, despite these reference tools and their shared ideological views, there seems to be a 
lack of shared understanding when it comes to how a biblical position is to be interpreted and 
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applied in the censorship of the HSC Drama curriculum in the area of performance. 
The degree and frequency of fear of negative reprisal staff report in this school is considerably 
greater than in any of the other schools across the three case studies. This fear is apparent in the 
content of the responses provided in interviews as well as the atmosphere and subtext observed 
in the interview interactions. There was less candour and frequently guarded responses in the 
interview with Helena (faculty head). She displayed and expressed anxiety that her responses 
were the ‘right’ answer and often had great difficulty in expressing her own perspective on 
censorship. 
Hermia (drama teacher) expressed that she does not understand the application of the standards 
for censorship decisions in the school and feels somewhat disenfranchised from the censorship 
process that operates with the Year 12 Higher School Certificate (HSC) drama students. 
Hermia 
It would have been either me or a more head person saying ‘That piece is not appropriate … 
but also to do it in a way that’s not going to repel your audience and make them angry at me 
[laughs]. 
There are a number of factors revealed by Hermia in this explanation of how senior drama 
performances are censored by teaching staff:  
a) Firstly a ‘head person’ is frequently the censor rather than the teacher. Hermia elsewhere 
in her interview says she is unsure of the criteria and standards for censorship demanded 
by the school. As a result, she feels quite disenfranchised from the whole process of 
censoring student performances. 
b) Secondly that the primary concern for public performances is for the audience not to be 
offended. This position ironically would eliminate almost the entire canon of classical 
and contemporary theatre. 
c) Thirdly and most significantly is the expressed fear of getting into trouble. Hermia 
wishes to avoid the consequence of making ‘them angry at me’ if something is 
performed that ‘they’ feel should have been censored. 
This highlights the presence of fear of disapproval as a primary influence in censorship 
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decisions. Hermia later in her interview attributes her concerns to the lack of clarity regarding 
the criteria and standards for censoring and the power and threat of the parent body. This 
dynamic of fear leads to unnecessary censorship and self-censorship and less than optimal 
educational outcomes (Berkley, 1993; Blaxland, 2000c; Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013, p. 25; 
French, 2003; Gatewood, 2002; Hoch, 1981; Lawrinson, 2004; Maher, 1986; Moody, 2005; 
Nimon, 2005b; Polya, 2004; Sloan, 2012, p. 184; Thompson, 2012, p. 20; Whelan, 2009, p. 27; 
Williams & Dillon, 1993). 
Hermia is at a point of defeat where she would rather the executive staff make the decisions of 
censorship simply to avoid any further conflict or problems. 
Hermia 
I didn’t understand why they were outraged at this … ‘I don’t know what, what your 
expectations are’. 
These reflexive ‘damage control’ responses are motivated by the valid concern of protecting the 
school’s reputation. However, the outcome of these reactive policies is often problematic 
(Enright, 1997; Leahy, 1998; Power, 1979; Sloan, 2012, p. 184). Senior secondary drama 
students in this case study are dissuaded from studying or creating performances that explore or 
express a worldview that is not aligned to that of the schools. 
The following chapter is the third and final case study focussing on censorship in Anglican 
Protestant schools. The structure mirrors that of the first two case studies systematically 
exploring the identified themes of self-censorship, imposed censorship, fear and ideological 
basis using the same headings and sub-headings utilised in the previous two case studies to 
assist with comparisons and contrasts between each case. 
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Chapter 7 Case Study 3 – Anglican Schools 
If all printers were determined not to print anything till they were sure it would offend nobody, 
there would be very little printed. 
– Benjamin Franklin (Wright, 1990) 
Introduction 
This case study involves three participants working across three independent Protestant schools. 
One of these schools is a large affluent co-educational school. The other two schools are both 
large affluent girls’ schools. Exploring censorship policy and practice across three Protestant 
schools provides this case study with a broad understanding of the factors influencing criteria 
and standards for managing the censorship of drama curriculum in this Protestant/Anglican 
school context. What is not present in this case study are differing perspectives of the same 
censorship incident within a school as every participant in this case study work in a different 
school. The power relationships in operation across the schools in this case study can only be 
surmised from the participants’ perceptions and perspectives. 
Before I analyse by theme the responses provided by the three participants’ interviews and 
questionnaires, the three schools’ contexts are introduced. 
Introducing the schools  
The three schools in this case study belong to the high-fee, independent traditional Protestant 
schools of Sydney. They each have a varied degree of connectedness to their religious 
traditions, as is characteristic of this system (see Chapter 3). Portia’s (drama teacher) school has 
a reasonably strong connection to its faith traditions and has clarity in its identity as an 
evangelical Anglican school with a reinvigorated Christian focus. Bassanio’s (faculty head) 
school is similar but has a more liberal expression of its Christian character with a greater 
emphasis on educational excellence. Antonio’s (Director of Studies) school has no substantive 
church affiliation and has an expression of Christian ethos and values based primarily on the 
school’s historical religious traditions rather than on its current governance. This school’s focus 
is on educational excellence. It has a far more nominal religious influence than the other two 
schools of this case study. 
Below is the participant’s expressed view of their school’s particular theological stance. 
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Antonio 
Just to clarify [my school] … struggles with its identity as a Christian school.  
Bassanio 
I think it’s very liberal in terms of its Christian base. We have a senior management that is very 
sympathetic to the performing arts … [The] church traditionally has taken quite liberal stances 
on a lot of controversial issues in current theology and I think the actual people who are there 
at the moment are very sympathetic towards allowing as diverse a range of dramatic material 
as possible … it’s probably one of the most laissez faire in terms of the way that policy of the 
church or the board actually intrudes directly on the school. It’s very unobtrusive and it’s not 
very obvious at all. So there’s a Christian base there and it’s included in the core values of the 
school, but it doesn’t explicitly come across in what we do. 
Portia 
I would say obviously we’re an Anglican school so I guess in terms of a council I guess what the 
Bishop says and then that obviously flows through the council and the principal so I guess 
they’re obviously the top tier [of] a church run school. 
The participants’ views on the previously identified themes and sub-themes of the research 
question and sub question are now analysed and reported below.  
How texts are censored 
Only one issue of text censorship could be recalled across the three participants.  
Portia  
I don’t think the school would have a problem with any of the texts any way and I’ve never had 
a problem with selection of texts. 
Antonio  
In the three years I was on that Executive there was never a discussion on that issue. 
Bassanio  
With one exception for the HSC text, we’ve had a free range of selection for HSC texts. 
This text censorship incident is outside the normal experience of Bassanio who expresses that 
he and his staff have ‘had a free range’ in their normal experience. Bassanio’s experience of this 
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censorship of a text is reported in Chapter 4 and analysed below. 
1. Text imposed censorship (Theme 2) 
Executive staff censorship 
Bassanio 
The choice has always been entirely up to myself and my colleague in the department. If we 
have felt there has been a possible area that might cause some concern, then we have taken it to 
senior management as we did with Angels in America and the result of that was that we were 
advised that it probably would not be the best text to go with … There will always be that review 
to look at the possible reaction that there might be from a small section of the school community 
to the nature of the material and to whether they think it’s suitable material or not … I would 
have liked the text to have gone through. 
The review process began with Bassanio’s colleague raising her concerns over one or two 
scenes in the text. At Bassanio’s instigation the text was reviewed by the deputy who then met 
with Bassanio and his colleague, to discuss the on-balance risks and benefits of selecting the 
text. The meeting was ‘very amicable’. The deputy having investigated the text decided to 
censor the text from the senior Drama curriculum as Bassanio reports her rationale for the 
censorship decision as: ‘I just think it’s probably best not to do it. Not because most of the 
students won’t find it fine or have a positive experience from it but just for the one or two.’  
Bassanio explains that parents had recently challenged a contentious text in the English 
curriculum threatening to sue the school if the text was not withdrawn. The deputy believed in 
this context the potential risk of further public protest and legal action outweighed the potential 
benefit of proceeding with the drama text Angels in America. In this incident the censorship 
decision occurred due to fear of potential challenge from parents. The teacher, the faculty head 
and the deputy all agreed that the text had educational merit. The only concern was that ‘one or 
two’ may have a concern. There was no opportunity provided to investigate whether or not 
these concerns were warranted or an avenue for this decision to be appealed. 
The next section explores the censorship of public performances in these Protestant schools. In 
this case study as in the previous case studies this is an area of greater complexity and greater 
frequency of censorship than that of censoring texts. 
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How performances are censored 
1. Performance self-censorship (Theme 1) 
This example of student self-censorship from this case study highlights the mature and 
supportive relationship that is evident between the drama teacher and this senior student. One of 
the dynamics in operation here is the agency granted the student. This inclusive process seems 
to be a hallmark of this school’s approach to their senior students of providing agency and trust 
to their senior students. 
Bassanio 
We have a subscription season that all the girls have to go to. And some of the plays that we see 
are very confronting … So what we did in that case, we didn’t even contact the parent body 
because with our students we trust them enough to be able to communicate that information to 
them. But we said – we gave the Year 11 and 12 students a rundown of what the play was about 
and we said we’re fine for you to make a decision whether you’d like to come and see the play 
or not. And quite a few actually said ‘No I think I’d find that material a bit confronting for me’ 
… As much as we can we try and encourage students to take that responsibility which of course 
is all part of that framework of creating independent learners when they leave the school. 
What is noteworthy in the response of Bassanio is the degree of trust and choice provided to 
senior students. This provision of agency to senior students is a logical exemplification of a 
Lockean view of the child (Winch, 2004). Bassanio explains that this is consistent with how the 
parents of their students treat their children as emerging adults from whom is expected mature 
engagement. It seems that this expectation is met and exceeded by the students in this context. 
Chris Bonner, former president of the New South Wales Secondary-Principals’ Council 
recognises this in an article in the Sydney Morning Herald. His observations resonate with 
Bassanio’s reflections as he states: 
Schools are constantly urged to be relevant and engage their students in 
connected learning, which includes creative expression and critical thinking. 
They cannot be quarantined from the real world; students are poorly served 
by teachers who avoid intellectual challenge. 
We constantly underestimate our young people. The sad thing about these 
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moral panics is that they portray the teacher-student relationship as a one-
way, passive flow of information (Bonner, 2007). 
This approach in Bassanio’s experience creates positive educational outcomes both in terms of 
student learning and in the development of students as confident, self-actualised adult citizens. 
2. Performance imposed censorship (Theme 2) 
Executive staff censorship 
Censorship of performances seems to be at minor levels in these schools in comparison to the 
previous two cases. Bassanio and Antonio report that censorship of performances is not 
something they regularly encounter in their schools and respond to this question in the 
hypothetical.  
Bassanio 
When it comes to HSC performances, which has a public showcase in Year 12 there hasn’t been 
any censorship of the material … [Hypothetically] it would go through one of the senior 
management at the school either the deputy or the principal, and they would see the 
performance at a dress rehearsal or at a rehearsal and then would suggest that perhaps this 
scene isn’t appropriate for the audience we are showing it to. 
Antonio 
[Hypothetically] I would consider everything on a case-by-case basis.  
When asked to speculate what the approach would be if executive staff censorship was to be 
exercised, the participants describe a process that involves the faculty head and teaching team 
bringing their concerns to the executive rather than the executive staff initiating an audit. They 
describe a process of the executive staff considering each concern on its merits and responding 
through collegial dialogue. Bassanio describes this hypothetical process, as they ‘would suggest 
that perhaps.’ This language he uses to describe this process with the executive staff is 
supportive, enfranchising and collaborative in nature that is in significant contrast to the 
previous two cases. The fact that this is the perception of these teachers of how hypothetically 
this difficult process would be approached by the executive staff, demonstrates that these 
teachers feel confident to explore challenging material that they believe, in their professional 
judgement, would be of educative value for their students. This correlation between a lack of 
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censorship and lack of reported or apparent fear and frustration is consistent with other findings 
(French, 2003). 
Portia recalled a play she had proposed as a school production being refused (see Chapter 4). 
This was the only example of performance censorship that was reported in this case study. In 
this example Portia explains the inconsistency of the librarian’s criterion of ‘swearing’ as she is 
able to cite many texts available to the students on the library shelves that contain more frequent 
and hateful swearing than is apparent in the proposed play. This concerns the issue of the 
different degree of perceived threat between what is ‘safe’ for students to read within the 
classroom and what students may perform to the public upon a stage. It is not clear Portia’s 
response below although it is possible that the reference to ‘black in theme’ may have 
implications to the censorship criteria extending to an ethno-political view of the executive. 
Portia 
It was said [reading from the formal response] ‘Can you find a text that is still dynamic and 
portrays our cultural diversity but is less aggressive and black in language and theme’. Black is 
in italics. I actually think it was [censored] because of the swearing.  
Having explored the relevant responses to the research sub-question of how censorship occurs, 
the second half of this chapter will now explore the research question of basis regarding why 
texts and performances are censored. Responses from the three participants will be analysed and 
synthesised under the same themes explored across the previous two case studies. 
Why censorship occurs 
1. Fear (Theme 3) 
Fear of parental disapproval and tarnished school reputation 
The incident reported by Bassanio where the senior drama text Angels in America was censored 
in his school, is an example of potential parent complaint triggering a censorship decision 
despite the executive staff agreeing with the drama faculty head and the drama teacher of the 
class that Angels in America had great educational merit for the students.  
The critical component affecting this decision, as reported by Bassanio, was the context of a 
parent previously threatening legal action in response to an English text in the school’s 
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curriculum. Such a charge, whether sustained or not, would no doubt generate negative public 
perceptions of the school that could be picked up and inflamed by the media. These threats can 
be extremely volatile and damaging to schools, teachers and school principals (ABC, 2010; 
Bonner, 2007; Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Enright, 1997; Hewton, 2003). It is evident that 
even in a liberal Protestant school context where the executive welcomes open dialogue with the 
teaching staff, censorship decisions based on fear of potential complaint occurs. 
2. Philosophical/Ideological basis (Theme 4) 
i. Religious position 
There are varying degrees of religious affiliation in the three schools. For all three schools, the 
religious position of the school is not one that particularly imposes itself upon the day-to-day 
teaching and learning that takes place in the classroom.  
Portia 
I guess you have to be aware that there are certain elements of the Anglican brand that you 
need to take into account. 
Bassanio 
And the school chaplain is, she’s very liberal in her approach as well … and we do identify 
ourselves as a school that promotes Christian values … there’s a Christian base there and it’s 
included in the core values of the school, but it doesn’t explicitly come across in what we do. 
Antonio 
With the clergy on the board they do have a voice … The school motto if you like is ‘Let your 
light shine’ … but as I said it has an incredibly strong secular clash of worldviews. 
These schools’ Christian heritage is reported to inform their values and standards. Censorship is 
not overtly discussed and linked to a religious view, as is the case in the Catholic and Christian 
School context. This more liberal and independent religious positioning is typical of these 
traditional Protestant schools (Buckingham, 2010). 
ii. Educational merit 
The main basis for defending decisions of censorship amongst these participants is educational 
merit. All three participants express Christian sensibilities in their reasoning and all three 
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identify as Christian in their personal faith and beliefs. What appears to be in operation is 
reasoning from educators who sit comfortably in the ‘exposure’ paradigm and the basis of their 
reasoning is primarily educational merit. This view is expressed as not ‘protecting’ or 
‘sheltering’ students from the world in which they live but rather ‘exposing’ them ‘to real world 
issues’ in a way that ‘broadens their experience’ and equips them to understand and engage 
maturely, ‘wisely’ and actively with the concerns of their day.  
Bassanio 
The basis has to be the educative value that the student gets from the particular play or text or 
material and in a specific sense the theatrical educative value they get from it. And I think if it 
educates and it does it in a very powerful theatrical way, then I think that should be the basis 
for allowing a text to go through … coming back to this play Angels in America, it’s looking at 
one sexually explicit scene in the play. And then that being seen by management as being the 
reason for not actually performing the play. From my personal point of view we wanted to see 
that play as being the HSC text because we thought that the play as a whole was a very 
powerful dramatic work and had a great deal of value in terms of what the students could study 
… We basically chose something that we think that the girls will get the most out of in terms of 
their experience as Year 12 drama students ... This particular text certainly would be offering 
the girls here an experience which would have been foreign to most of them. Certainly it would 
broaden their experience of a very pertinent issue in terms of gay politics and what’s happening 
in the gay community in Australia and overseas … I was disappointed with the decision because 
I think it’s a wonderful play and it’s got so much to offer in terms of theatre, as does my 
colleague. 
Antonio 
I want their education to be a preparation for life. So I don’t want it to be a sheltered cocoon 
where we don’t expose them to anything. For me I guess I would say is there something they can 
learn from this … so I do want kids to be exposed to real world issues, events etc but in a way 
that’s wise, in a way that is going to give them something they can take from it and learn from it 
… It worries me what I’ve seen of some Christian schools it’s sheltered it’s not real. And I want 
for my own kids, you know to be exposed to issues and have thought through them intelligently. 
The role of drama as a powerful art form that engages students with experiential empathetic 
role-play is central to the views of these participants. Bassanio and Antonio see that central to 
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education is ‘preparation for life’ that must expose students to the discourse of complex issues 
and ideas. Feinberg (2014), Winston (1999) and Edmiston (2000) support the professional 
judgement of the professional drama teacher to shape and deliver drama curriculum that can 
powerfully engage students with empathic consideration of complex moral issues. This view 
also resonates with the position of the American Alliance for Theatre and Education ("Freedom 
of Artistic Expression in Educational Theatre," 1993, p. A1). 
iii. Student needs 
Consideration for the developmental and contextual needs of students is mentioned by each of 
the participants in this case study when considering withholding potentially contentious 
material. The participants in both contexts do not view this type of withholding as censorship. 
Portia 
You may have a student in your class that has special needs or emotional needs … and age-
appropriate which is something different to censorship … So we’ve got Year 9 at the moment 
and they’re doing Running Up a Dress … there are a couple of scenes, where we went ‘hmmm’ 
you know ‘we’ll probably take that out’. Perhaps for Year 12 I would have left those sections in 
… And it does depend on the student as well. 
Bassanio 
If a student was choosing material which I thought actually was a reflection of what was 
happening in their everyday life and I thought that was an issue that crossed that line, then that 
would be something that I would take to the principal … It’s a difficult question because some 
students will be fine with the material and some students will have significant issues with it too, 
and I suppose it’s finding material which is going to be challenging for students but also is 
something which students feel as if they can deal with as well. 
Antonio 
My main one is that cognitively, emotionally that are appropriate for that age. 
Antonio’s primary basis for considering selection of material is the emotional and cognitive 
needs of the student. This is the main criterion discussed by all participants in this case study 
when considering the selection and censoring of material to be studied and performed by their 
senior drama students. Selecting a text for students to study on the basis of whether or not it is 
appropriate for a student’s emotional and cognitive maturity is not a matter of censorship. It is, 
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as Portia states, ‘something different’. Wendy Blaxland quotes teacher Stuart Russton ‘we look 
at the child and bring them what is appropriate. This is not censorship’ (Blaxland, 2000a, p. 13). 
Portia makes the distinction that maturity ‘depends on the student’ and not on their 
chronological age.  
The participants agree that material should be avoided for students who have recently 
experienced trauma similar to that being portrayed in a text or performance. It is not that access 
is denied to these texts but rather delayed until the student is ready to explore it. The motivating 
principle is not that the material is contentious or potentially offensive, but it is withheld due to 
the possible harm that could be caused to the student (Blaxland, 2000a; Schrader, 1996; Winch, 
2004; Winch & Gingell, 1999). 
To conclude this chapter the most significant and relevant findings from the participant’s 
analysed responses will be synthesised and summarised. 
Conclusions 
The participants in this case study all express a position congruent with the ‘exposure’ 
paradigm. Each of the three participants demonstrates and states this as their position in their 
responses. Across the three case studies broadly speaking a trend is emerging where the 
fundamentalist Christian schools are aligned with the ‘protectionist’ paradigm, the Protestant 
schools with the ‘exposure’ paradigm and the Catholic schools sitting broadly in the middle of 
the ‘protectionist’ and ‘exposure’ divide. 
In this case study of traditional high-fee independent Protestant church schools broadly the basis 
for censorship decisions comes primarily from a desire to deliver curriculum of great 
educational merit to their students yet maintaining the standing and reputation of the school 
within the broader community. This position contrasts with the fundamentalist Christian schools 
that articulate a biblical basis as the primary driver of censorship standards and with Catholic 
schools that draw on Catholic doctrine as their basis. However, school reputation also looms 
large in the basis of these schools’ censorship decisions in the view of the participants. 
Though there are varying degrees of religious affiliation across the three Protestant schools in 
this case study they are nevertheless, like-minded in how they manage censorship of HSC 
Drama curriculum and in their basis for why these decisions are made. 
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One of the features of this case study is the professional trust, support and autonomy granted 
their teaching teams in managing and determining curriculum choices and censorship decisions.  
Portia 
She [Director of Studies] was always really supportive. I guess she trusted me as a teacher to 
make appropriate decisions. 
Bassanio 
I think the senior management and the principal have faith in the drama department ... Which 
allows us great freedom and also gives us great support for the decisions that we make. 
Antonio 
It is very much you’re the professional; we’re trusting your judgement … it’s really important 
that there is that dialogue to see where is our boundary, where is taking it too far. 
From all three schools in this case study we can see these principles in operation: 
1. Professional respect and trust afforded to teaching staff by school management 
2. Executive staff relying on teaching teams to inform of possible contentious material 
3. Inclusion and valuing of teaching staff in the censorship decision process 
4. Open, reasoned and informed dialogue between staff and management  
Managing emotions and maintaining reasoned dialogue is a central component present in the 
experience of the three participants of this case study. Lambie (2009) argues that this is key to 
creating positive outcomes when difficult issues need to be resolved. This supportive culture 
diminishes fear in the experience of Antonio, Portia and Bassanio. They describe a professional 
interpersonal relationship between executive and teaching staff where open and rational 
exploration of the issues is encouraged. The degree of collaboration, negotiation and fear free 
dialogue between teaching staff and executive staff in managing censorship in these schools is 
significantly greater than in any of the schools in the previous two case studies. The participants 
in this case study seem to have a higher degree of empowerment, support and agency. 
Another notable feature of this case is the degree of responsibility and trust offered to senior 
students as a respected voice in the discussion of censorship, providing agency in determining 
access to dramatic texts and performance material.  
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However, this case study revealed some examples of censorship that in the views of the 
participants was disappointing as it denied access to students to socially significant and topical 
issues of contemporary Australian and Western society. Though swearing and sexual content 
figured in the censorship decisions, there was also a suggestion of socio/political views being 
possibly present in the censorship decisions. 
The next chapter will crystallise the findings from the analysis of the three case studies and the 
participant’s narratives of censorship experiences. Employing NVivo a systematic interrogation 
of the entire data set will assist in crystallising the patterns and themes in the participants’ 
responses. This final analysis and synthesis of the interview and questionnaire material will 
provide clarification of the most significant issues to answer the research questions and inform 
the shaping of a conceptual framework and review process to assist schools in the management 
of senior high school drama curriculum censorship. 
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Chapter 8 Emerging Patterns and Themes 
When truth is replaced by silence, the silence is a lie. 
– Yevgeny Yevtushenko 
Introduction 
This chapter draws together the findings from the three case studies and the analysed censorship 
narratives recounted by the participants. In this chapter the interview and questionnaire 
responses are clarified and crystallised (Bazeley, 2009; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 5; Janesick, 
2000). Through this analysis, the participants’ views are organised and distilled. A summary of 
the NVivo assisted axial coding forms the first half of this chapter under the heading ‘Emerging 
Patterns’. The second half of this chapter ‘Emerging Themes’ synthesises this analysis under the 
four themes previously identified from the research question and sub-question: 
Research question – The basis of censorship (WHY) 
Fear (Theme 3) 
Ideological basis (Theme 4) 
Research sub-question – The process of censorship (HOW) 
Self-censorship (Theme 1) 
Imposed censorship (Theme 2) 
Emerging patterns (NVivo coding tree) 
The coding of the entire data set and its further analysis is conducted to explore possible 
meanings that may not have been identified through the narrative analysis of the case studies 
and to crystallise the understandings and interpretations that have emerged from this analysis. 
Further sub-plots and themes emerge during this further analysis creating a richer multifaceted 
view of the participants’ responses. The coding tree is constructed from the research question 
and sub-question under the initial four themes previously identified and explored. The coding 
tree as shown in Figures 8.1-8.8 represents the codes hierarchically with the most frequently 
referenced codes listed from top to bottom. The numbers in parenthesis indicate the frequency 
the code was mentioned across the entire data set. Frequency is only a partial indication of 
significance. Under each coding tree figure, is a summary of the synthesised analysis of each 
166 
 
code utilising Bazeley’s and Jackson’s suggested method described in Chapter 2 of this thesis 
(Bazeley & Jackson, 2013). 
Figure 8.1 - Coding for HOW censorship occurs 
 
The following is a synthesised summary of each axial code represented above in Figure 8.1. 
1. Self-censorship code summary (Theme 1) 
i. Students 
Hermia reports students on occasion electing not to select works due to the contentious nature of 
the material. Bassanio, Portia and Beatrice also describe students electing to modify work for 
public performances but performing the work unmodified for the HSC examination. Without 
views from the students themselves, it is speculative to draw conclusions as to whether or not 
these examples are student self-censorship. In some instances described, students chose to not 
perform or to modify their work in contexts where some audience members were not equipped 
to engage with the contentious material. In these instances, this would seem to be an example of 
wise discernment rather than self-censorship. If access to contentious material is not being 
Self-Censorship 
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denied to the student, nor the opportunity to perform their works in the HSC examination 
context then this would not constitute self-censorship as defined by this study. Both in 
frequency and degree, student self-censorship does not seem to be a particularly prevalent 
phenomenon in these schools despite it being mentioned sixteen times across the data. The only 
reference that constituted students self-censoring was in the Christian school context where the 
school policy and protocol was proactively designed to pressure students to not select material 
to perform for the HSC that was above a G rating. In this instance, it does seem students were 
actively self-censoring. However, self-censorship appears to be quite prevalent when we 
examine the self-censorship activity of teachers. 
ii. Teachers 
Hermia (teacher Christian school), Benedict (teacher Catholic school) and Beatrice (faculty 
head Catholic school) all report self-censoring to avoid parent and executive staff complaint and 
conflict through making safe choices in texts and in the material selected for student 
performances. In these instances, the participants avoid selecting texts and censor student 
performances pre-emptively before complaint or challenge. Access to material and the 
opportunity to perform the material unmodified was denied. The consistent motivating factor 
was fear and concern that some negative professional repercussions would occur. Teachers 
reported that it was easier to make ‘safe’ choices. Predominantly their concern focussed on the 
public performance of the pieces, particularly in the Christian school context and to some 
degree in the Catholic school context. Student access to material was avoided rather than 
defended. Consistently the participants stated that they themselves thought there was great value 
in the students having access to study and perform material they self-censored however, they 
were not prepared to take this risk in the context of their school. 
2. Imposed censorship code summary (Theme 2) 
The coding in Figure 8.1 demonstrates the high frequency and the weight of these incidents in 
the participants’ experience, particularly of executive staff imposing censorship. Fear of 
possible parental complaint is the most frequently stated reason for the censoring of texts and 
performances, yet the frequency of actual parental challenge reported by the participants is 
relatively insignificant. 
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i. Executive staff 
Hermia, Benedict, Beatrice, Hero, Helena, Portia and Lysander, describe how the school 
executive are directly involved in censoring student performances in their schools. Beatrice, 
Benedict, Bassanio and Portia site examples of executive staff censoring texts in their schools. 
The basis most frequently reported is avoiding anything they believe might threaten the school’s 
reputation, potentially offend parents or would contravene the school’s values. 
Beatrice and Benedict also make the observation that executive personnel are a significant 
variable in how the censorship process occurs. The same policy administered by different 
executive staff creates a different experience and produces different censorship outcomes. 
In summary, in this study active censorship by executive staff occurs regularly in Catholic and 
Christian schools particularly in the area of performance and infrequently in the Protestant 
schools. Executive in the Catholic and Christian schools regularly determine decisions of 
censorship personally. The three Protestant schools in this study have less direct executive staff 
involvement in censorship decisions. However, censorship of performances and texts still 
occurs in these schools with the outcome of narrowing the scope of the curriculum available to 
their senior students. In the Christian and Catholic school context, executive intervention 
usually occurs as a result of a public performance event where material is presented that the 
executive find concerning. In the Protestant school context, executive staff intervention only 
occurs as a result of faculty heads seeking approval for a potentially contentious text to be 
studied or performed. 
ii. Faculty head 
All nine participants agree that the role of the faculty head is to take primary responsibility for 
knowing and applying the school’s standards in decisions of censorship. Hermia, Benedict, 
Beatrice, Antonio, Hero, Helena and Portia all describe the faculty head as having an active role 
in censoring HSC Drama performances based on an understanding of their school’s ethos and 
standards. When a faculty head is unsure regarding a censorship decision, all nine of the 
participants prescribe a process where the faculty head or teacher consults the executive and 
advocates for the text’s educational merit. All three faculty heads express a view that the final 
decision should rest with the executive. 
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iii. Teachers 
The three teachers Hermia, Benedict and Portia censor student work. The faculty heads 
Beatrice, Bassanio and Helena cite examples of providing agency to their teachers for making 
these censorship decisions. Hermia (teacher Christian school) has great difficulty in knowing 
what the standards are in her school and consequently feels she is unable to apply her judgement 
to managing decisions of censorship. Contrastingly Benedict (teacher Catholic school) speaks 
confidently of knowing and applying his school’s standards citing examples to illustrate this 
process.  
The Catholic (Benedict) and Anglican (Portia) drama teachers speak positively of the collegial 
dialogue between faculty head and teacher in assisting with decisions of censorship. This was 
lacking in the Christian (Hermia) school context in this study and is a point of tension and 
difficulty for the teacher in this school. 
In summarising this code in the experience of the nine participants, executive staff are 
significantly involved in regularly imposing censorship on HSC Drama performances and texts, 
despite parents not actively agitating for censorship of senior drama in these schools. Teachers 
and faculty heads likewise censor and self-censor senior drama performances and texts to avoid 
the potential trouble from parents and school management. 
Figure 8.2 below attempts to describe and depict these synthesised findings of the research 
question of how censorship is conducted in New South Wales Christian schools. It demonstrates 
the significant difference that occurs between the censorship process of texts for study and the 
censorship process for performances. The process of text censorship is resonant with the 
literature on school censorship explored in Chapter 1. The process of performance censorship is 
a unique finding of this study. The censorship research reviewed in Chapter 1 is relatively silent 
on this aspect of censorship in schools. It can be seen to be a distinctly different process with far 
greater direct pressure being applied to teachers and students than text censorship. 
In text censorship, much self-censorship is occurring in the Catholic and Christian school 
contexts and so potentially contentious texts are rarely considered for inclusion. All other 
reported incidents of censorship occur only after teaching staff bring the text to the executive for 
their review. 
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In performance censorship the pattern across the Christian and Catholic school case studies is a 
public performance became a catalyst for executive staff to begin imposing strict control over 
the censorship process of HSC Drama performance texts. The participants from these case 
studies report that the result of this imposition is considerable pressure felt as fear and 
disenfranchisement by teaching staff and students. 
Figure 8.2 - Text versus performance censorship  
TEXT                 PERFORMANCE 
The next section examines the most frequently cited content areas censored in these schools. It 
is explored in the context of the research question of this study that considers the basis for why 
censorship occurs in these schools. 
3. Common controversial content 
Having explored the process of censorship across the entire data set, the focus of the second half 
of this chapter is a detailed analysis and report of the findings of this study relevant to the 
research question of the basis, that is why censorship occurs in these schools. 
Figure 8.3 below illustrates the findings of this study illuminating the common areas of 
concerns reported by the participants across the three case studies. This figure is generated from 
an analysis query of the coded data utilising NVivo software. The three dominant areas of 
concern listed are sexual content, strong language and violence (Blaxland, 2000a; Cossett-Lent 
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& Pipkin, 2013; Credaro, 2001; French, 2003; Reichman, 2001).  
Figure 8.3 - Controversial Issues by school system 
 
In the Catholic schools, strong language is the most often reported area of censorship followed 
by sexual content. There is a significant difference between the Catholic schools and the 
Protestant schools sensitivity to strong language. In the Protestant schools, sexual content is 
most frequently reported followed by violence. In the Christian school system, the majority of 
content censored is strong language followed by content dealing with sexuality. Sexuality is 
rarely mentioned in the Catholic and Protestant schools. This finding aligns with the more 
fundamentalist theological views expressed in Christian schools’ statements of belief (Justins, 
2002). 
These variations of controversial content between schooling systems support the phenomenon 
that censorship concerns are contextually specific to particular communities and change over 
time (French, 2003, p. 28). In answering the question of why censorship occurs in these schools, 
it is reasonable to conclude from this data that particular motivations for censorship are focused 
in the particular ideology of the faith position of the school’s context.  
4. Basis for decisions code summary 
Schools and teachers have a reactive response and a proactive response to contentious 
curriculum material. This contentious material is most frequently related to swearing, sex or 
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violence, however; other issues are cited (see Figure 8.3). The reactive response is largely a fear 
response to a potential threat to the school’s or individual’s reputation and standing. The 
proactive response is a consideration of the educative value of the material as viewed through 
the lens of the school’s beliefs and values. Censorship becomes an on-balance judgement 
between the risks and the benefits of including the material in the curriculum. This judgement is 
in the end the decision of the principal or her delegate(s). The fear response, as a highly 
emotional reaction, can often diminish the quality of the rational response required to make the 
most appropriate judgement (Li et al., 2013). The following diagram attempts to describe and 
depict the synthesised findings of this study’s investigation into why censorship is conducted in 
HSC Drama in these schools. 
Figure 8.4 – Reactive versus Proactive censorship  
 
Figure 8.4 attempts to describe the dual responses that influence the process of making an on 
balance judgement to censor or include contentious material in the HSC Drama curriculum in 
the schools of this study. The participants describe that executive staff are more focused and 
concerned with the potential risks to the school’s reputation while teacher focus is generally on 
the educational merit of the material. The participants report reactive emotional responses are 
more frequently experienced where fear of potential negative consequences dominates the 
discourse. Bassanio and Hero argue that a rational, proactive response is possible in supportive 
contexts. Li (2013) describes how a fear stimulus triggers the flight or fight response reflexively 
limiting the ability to think rationally. However, the frontal and prefrontal cortex can be 
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consciously engaged to override the reflexive amygdala flight or fight response so issues can be 
considered less emotively and more cognitively and rationally. Li’s research suggests creative 
and effective solutions are more likely if a fear free supportive discourse is constructed.   
The desired outcome of this study through interrogating how and why censorship occurs in these 
schools is to assist schools to creatively create censorship strategies that successfully mitigate 
risk while avoiding unnecessarily limiting the scope and richness of senior arts school 
curriculum.  
Figure 8.5 and the section that follows is a synthesised summary of each axial code for the 
various bases for censorship provided by the responses of the nine participants. (See also Figure 
8.8 where these codes are analysed comparing text and performance censorship.) 
Figure 8.5 - Coding for WHY censorship occurs 
 
i. Student needs 
Under this code three sub-codes are defined: 
a) Educational merit 
b) Age-appropriate 
c) Specific needs. 
What follows is a brief, synthesised summary of each of these sub-codes under the code - 
student needs. 
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a) Educational merit 
Educational merit is seen by many of the participants as a persuasive basis for including or not 
including potentially controversial material in the HSC Drama curriculum in their school. 
Hermia, Bassanio, Benedict, Beatrice, Hero, Portia and Antonio advocate in this regard. The 
two participants who do not are Lysander and Helena, who are both senior staff in the Christian 
school context. Educational merit does not seem to be a fundamental consideration in the 
censorship discourse in this school. In the Protestant school context, Bassanio believes 
empowering senior students to make informed choices is a fundamental responsibility of quality 
teaching. Benedict in the Catholic school context also strongly argues this view. Teaching staff 
across the three case studies more frequently mention and put more weight in the criteria of 
educational merit than participants in executive positions. This would suggest that the voice of 
the teacher is the primary advocate of the curriculum and of senior students’ right to access and 
study a liberal arts curriculum. Teachers are the voice that is often most silent in this discourse 
through their own fear based self-censorship and the disenfranchisement imposed upon them by 
school executive. This study would suggest that teachers’ voices must be centrally involved in 
the censorship decision process if educational merit is to be fairly and fully considered. 
Antithetically all participants express a view that biased, discriminatory, narrow, gratuitously 
violent or salacious material that has little clear educative merit should be censored. Though the 
criteria of bias and discrimination are not frequently mentioned by participants, when they are 
they are given much importance and weight. The consensus on this expressed view across all 
participants provides confidence that a rational discourse between executive staff and teaching 
staff should be able to provide well-considered censorship outcomes. A framework and process 
to support this kind of discourse is not in place in any of the schools in this study. 
b) Age-appropriate 
Two ideas are consistently present amongst all the participants in their responses regarding the 
age of students. Firstly, that it is essential to be aware of the cognitive and emotional 
development of students only introducing more mature material as students can appropriately 
engage with it. Secondly, being sensitive to the context of particular audiences of performances 
of HSC Drama material to ensure work is not presented that could potentially cause harm to 
younger audience members. 
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As the students studying the HSC are 17-18 years of age, they are legally an adult. However, 
this is not the case for all members of the audience of drama performances, and this is where 
this basis is particularly relevant to consider. 
c) Specific needs 
Hermia, Benedict, Antonio, Bassanio and Portia express that a basis for censorship should be 
the specific needs of students. An often-cited example is where a student with a particular 
emotional or psychological disorder should not be required to deal with material that deals with 
the issue with which they are struggling. What may be quite reasonable for one student to study 
or perform may be quite inappropriate for another due to their personal context.  
Limiting access to material for reasons of age-appropriateness or the specific needs of students 
suffering from disorders or difficult life circumstances is not censorship as it is defined in this 
study. This withholding of access is not denying access to material but rather delaying it for 
when the student is mature enough or able and ready to cope with it. This is the application of 
the harm principle (Winch & Gingell, 1999, p. 28) discussed in Chapter 1. However, age-
appropriateness and specific needs are relevant bases for consideration in a process for 
managing controversial material in schools. 
ii. Parental concerns 
Parental challenges are reasonably infrequent across all three case studies. However, all 
participants frequently report their fear of upsetting parents. This fear motivates much of the 
censorship and self-censorship that occurs. Hermia, who works in a Christian school as a 
teacher, reports her considerable concern for how parents might react to the performances of her 
students. She wants the executive to be more supportive of her and not so quick to support 
‘minority voices’ of complaint. Hermia describes parents of the school as ‘powerful’ and 
‘scary’. Helena and Lysander, who also work in the Christian school context, give great weight 
to the parental voice as powerful and extremely significant influences in their ‘Parent 
Controlled’ Christian school context.  
Benedict and Beatrice, who work in a Catholic school, express the basis for the vast majority of 
their censoring of student performance as meeting perceived parental expectations particularly 
in the area of language and sexual content. They also state that the school’s parents are 
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supportive and rarely comment or complain about the content of performance work presented 
by their HSC Drama students. 
Hero observes that parents can have an emotive rather than rational response to contentious 
material and from an executive perspective this emotive response can be devastating on the 
marketing of the school. Though this is a serious concern, Hero explains that parents have no 
direct influence in these matters in her school. Further, Hero believes presumed public 
perceptions should not overly influence censorship decisions, which should more appropriately 
be based on the merit of the material for the curriculum. 
Bassanio, Antonio and Portia who work in Protestant schools explain that parents have no direct 
influence on decisions of censorship in their schools. In Portia, Beatrice and Benedict’s school 
they inform parents regarding performances that contain possibly contentious material so they 
can choose whether or not they and their family wish to view the performances. This practice 
seems to be acceptable to the parent body in these Protestant and Catholic schools. 
In summary, there is much less parent complaint reported by the participants, in comparison to 
the degree of censorship that regularly occurs in these schools. Fear of possible parental 
complaint is a major basis for much of this censorship. All participants express views that 
demonstrate a high degree of sensitivity and concern to possible parental responses to senior 
student drama performances. This leads to a practice of pre-emptively and conservatively 
censoring and self-censoring to avoid possible problems with parents. In the Catholic and 
Protestant schools parental influence on censorship seems to be significantly less than that 
reported in the Christian school context where parents are considered to have considerable 
influence and power. Proactive strategies to manage and mitigate parental concerns and 
complaints such as that described above will be fully considered in the following chapter where 
a process and framework for managing censorship decisions will be described based on this 
study’s findings. 
iii. School’s ideological position 
Each school system, based on the views of the participants in this study, seem to have a 
distinctly different theological position that informs the ideological basis for their school’s 
approach to questions of censorship. 
a) Christian School Theological Position 
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All three Christian school participants across their interview and questionnaire responses 
express that their school has a theology based on a literal biblical interpretation and a 
fundamentalist Christian worldview. Executive staff determine the interpretation of the Bible’s 
position on issues. However, Hermia reports that the executive’s biblical interpretation is often 
not clear or consistent. In the Christian school context, it seems that executive staff exercise a 
tight control on the censorship of HSC drama performances. 
b) Catholic School Theological Position  
The Catholic schools in this study are described as having a liberal Catholic theological 
position. Beatrice describes Catholic dogma and doctrine being a touchstone for morals and 
values. Benedict observes that his school has moved to a more liberal social justice ideology in 
his time at the school. Hero also expresses this view. In these schools, the principal has a large 
influence on how Catholic doctrine and ethos is interpreted and applied in the view of the 
participants. Contentious material is permitted where the principal and her executive believe it 
to have educational merit that is not in conflict with Catholic doctrine. 
c) Protestant School Theological Position 
Bassanio describes his school as having a liberal theology that is expressed primarily through 
promoting Christian values. Antonio reports his school is not religious and has a secular 
approach with only historical ties to the church. The participants, in this case, express that it is 
the principal who has the greatest influence in the interpretation of the school’s theological 
position that informs ideology, values and standards. 
Each case has a distinct theological position that is largely derived from the heritage of its faith 
basis. However, in all schools the principal has considerable influence on how this basis is 
interpreted and applied to censorship policy and practice. 
iv. Board of Studies Advice to Schools Regarding Content 
In 2005 the New South Wales Board of Studies as the State government agency responsible for 
all New South Wales’ school curriculum and for accrediting and registering schools in this 
State, published this notice to all schools advising that the principal should be informed if an 
HSC Drama performance might cause offence. In such cases, it advises that it may be 
appropriate to ‘modify or withhold the work’ (Office Board of Studies, 2005). Seven of the nine 
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participants were aware of the document and believed the advice to be sensible and ‘common 
sense’. The two participants who were unaware of the notice were both executive staff in charge 
of curriculum, teaching and learning in their schools. Hero and Antonio expressed that the 
Board’s advice was sensible and was followed in their school. For the participants it was seen as 
an authoritative document informing their school’s approach to managing HSC Drama 
censorship. 
v. School’s reputation 
Executive staff express that protection of the school’s reputation is their primary concern in the 
question of censorship of potentially controversial material. In the view of the participants, the 
principal considers drama performances as a powerful medium that either enhances or threatens 
this reputation. Particularly the executive staff participants Hero, Antonio and Lysander express 
this view. The drama teaching staff and faculty heads are sensitive to this basis for censoring. 
Managing the potential risk to a school’s standing is a significant consideration. These findings 
suggest that ensuring risks to school reputation are considered and mitigated should be a central 
consideration in the process and basis of school censorship decisions. 
vi. Personal religious convictions 
Hermia, Antonio, Hero, Helena, Bassanio and Lysander state that their personal religious 
convictions inform their censorship decisions. Many of the participants who work in the more 
conservative and fundamental schools do not cite religious grounds for informing their personal 
values. However, participants from liberal Protestant schools such as Bassanio and Antonio do 
cite their faith as a significant influence on their values and ethical standards.  
Bassanio 
I suppose it comes from a personal moral viewpoint as well a viewpoint, which I suppose is 
based on fundamentally a Christian viewpoint that I have. 
Lysander cites Australian censorship laws and the national Office of Film and Literature 
Classification (OFLC) ratings, which are based on gauging and implementing community 
standards, as his guide to making censorship judgements. When explicitly asked he states that 
his religious views inform his censorship standards. It is not that these two approaches to 
censorship are mutually exclusive, although they are not philosophically aligned. One takes its 
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position from religious authority and supposes a universal abstract moral standard (Winston, 
1999) and the other from the consensus of the social majority (Edmiston, 2000). 
These findings suggest that personal religious convictions are not a significant driver of 
censorship decisions in these schools. Addressing personal religious convictions within the 
conceptual framework for managing censorship in religious schools could be a particularly 
difficult challenge. Lysander’s approach of using broader community consensus as a common 
standard that broadly aligns with his school’s theological standard is one approach to address 
this challenge. The proposed conceptual framework and review process to be proposed in the 
final chapter will utilise this suggested approach. These findings suggest this basis could have 
consensus and utility in these schools and perhaps beyond this context. 
The next section of this chapter will summarise the consequences and responses for schools and 
teachers when controversial material has been censored or challenged (see Figure 9). 
5. Consequences and Responses 
The participants’ narratives regarding censorship events and the narrative analysis conducted on 
the participants’ stories did not reveal some of these sub-themes identified below. These themes 
emerged from this coding analysis. It became apparent as the data was interrogated in this way 
that it was not only senior drama curriculum and senior students who were deeply affected by 
this censorship but significantly and deeply so were teachers. Not all their responses were 
negative. This computer assisted coding and analysis provided a purposeful way to interrogate 
the data for possible positive responses to the censorship experiences of the participants. It 
became evident as illustrated and discussed below that there are indeed some significant 
positive responses in the participants’ censorship experiences. This analysis reveals that positive 
responses to the issue of censorship in schools were made more than twice as frequently as 
negative responses. Coded positive responses are supportive of the censorship processes in the 
school while coded negative responses mention frustration or fear. This unexpected frequency 
of positive responses may be due to participants, particularly early in their interview, being 
reluctant to criticise their school. This conclusion is drawn from the greater frank and open 
nature of participant responses towards the end of their interviews particularly as they recounted 
stories of censorship events from their experience. There is a much higher frequency of negative 
responses in the later part of the interviews across the majority of the participants. 
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There is also generally a qualitative difference between the positive and negative responses. 
Where fear and frustration were expressed, this was often more forcefully and emotively 
reported within the context of a narrative regarding a censorship incident (see Appendix 8). 
Positive responses of support were usually expressed when discussing school policy and 
processes in the early section of the interview schedule (see Appendix 1). These positive 
responses were often brief and less effusive than the negative responses that generally came 
towards the end of the interview when discussing particular censorship incidents. 
Figure 8.6 below represents the coding tree of teacher reported responses to censorship.  
Figure 8.6 - Teacher response code summary 
 
The censorship literature reviewed in Chapter 1 is relatively silent on the positive dimensions of 
censorship in schools. As such it was unexpected that the majority of responses by the 
participants in this study would be coded as supportive of censorship and supportive of the 
process by which it is conducted in the participants schools. There are some elements of 
censorship in these schools that the participants believe are working effectively. These positive 
principles may have utility for shaping into a censorship framework and process. This newly 
identified sub-theme of support in the data is summarised below. Negative participant responses 
to censorship have been analysed in some detail already and so will not be reported further here. 
a) Support 
All teachers and faculty heads mentioned the autonomy enjoyed in their drama classrooms. All 
were supportive of executive staff taking final responsibility regarding censorship decisions. 
The degree and frequency of positive reflections varied significantly between participants with 
very few positive responses from two of the Christian school participants, to multiple positive 
responses made by the three participants who work in the Protestant school system. The quality 
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and quantity of these responses suggest that in the experience of these participants, censorship 
operates more effectively in the Protestant school context than the Catholic and particularly the 
Christian school context. The significant point of difference is the sense of valued contribution, 
autonomy and agency staff report in the censorship decision-making process in the Protestant 
school context. This reported positive element of teacher empowerment and enfranchisement in 
the process of conducting censorship would be important to promote in a censorship process 
and framework. The teacher’s voice and view in the censorship decision is valuable not just 
because of teacher morale but as these findings show, the teacher is the predominant voice in 
considering the educational merit of the material to be potentially censored. 
There are also a number of positive responses regarding the provision of clear policy such as 
BOS Advice to Schools Regarding Content and where school executive make censorship 
standards explicit and clear such as the utilisation of the Australian Film and Television 
standards. These two documents are valued and positively reported by a number of the 
participants including, Helena, Lysander and Portia. 
Differences between text and performance censorship  
As discussed in detail in the literature review chapter, censoring school performances has had 
little investigation. The focus of most research to date has been on the censoring and selecting 
of texts in schools. This study has found that there is a qualitative and quantitative difference 
between censorship of texts and censorship of performance. All participants report that the 
censoring of texts is a considerably less frequent and a less problematic concern than the 
censoring of performances. Participants describe significantly different approaches to ‘how’ 
texts are censored compared to ‘how’ performances are censored in their schools. Regardless of 
whether it is a text or a performance, the basis expressed for ‘why’ censorship is imposed is 
frequently similar. However, the standard applied to performance censorship is often far more 
restrictive than that applied to texts. For example a level of swearing may be acceptable in a text 
although not in a performance. A further and often cited example is where a school will allow 
an ‘M’ rated drama text to be studied but all performances must be ‘G’ rated.  
Figure 8.7 illustrates the frequency that participants mentioned their personal views and their 
school’s views regarding text or performance censorship. This figure illustrates evidence that 
censorship of school performances is a considerably greater concern than the censoring of texts 
in the experience of these participants (see Figure 8.7 and Figure 8.8).  
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In most instances reported by participants, school management sees dramatic performance as a 
far greater potential risk to the standing of their school than texts selected for study in the 
classroom. Not only is the mention of performance censorship more frequent than text selection, 
but the involvement of executive staff and the time given to performance censorship is far 
greater, particularly across the Catholic and Christian school case-studies. 
Figure 8.7 – Personal view versus school view 
 
 
There is a qualitative difference between these two modes of learning where textual study is 
relatively private within the confines of a classroom, while performance is often a public 
showcase and a means by which schools promote themselves. A further qualitative difference is 
that in the study of a text a student is not necessarily enacting and expressing the words, actions 
and ideas that may be contentious. It is less confronting for these ideas, actions and words to 
exist on the page of a student’s textbook than for them to be spoken and embodied by a student 
in a public forum. 
Benedict (see page 133) believes a different approach and standard need to be applied between 
the classroom study and the public performance of HSC Drama. This view is consistent with the 
Board of Studies Advice to Schools Regarding Content (Office Board of Studies, 2005). In the 
classroom Benedict sees a more liberal approach as being appropriate and left to the discretion 
of the teacher. 
There is agreement amongst all participants that public performance censorship requires a 
different standard of censorship than that applied to the censorship of texts for study in the 
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classroom. This view is most frequently justified on the basis of public performances potential 
to offend a school community audience that may include younger students, grandparents and 
those with a greater sensitivity to particular issues. 
Portia’s recount of a school production being censored is a further example of this different 
standard that is applied to texts and performances. Portia explains the inconsistency of the 
‘swearing’ criterion as the grounds to censor this performance as there are many texts available 
to the students in the school library that contain more frequent and hateful swearing than the 
censored play. The outcome of this censoring is that some significant and meritorious dramatic 
works are not available to students to study and explore.  
Having crystallised through this further computer assisted analysis, the ‘patterns’ in the 
participants’ expressed views and narratives, this second section of this chapter will synthesise 
and summarise these findings with the findings previously analysed in the case study chapters 
and the literature surveyed in Chapter 1 to create a final overall summary of this study’s 
findings. 
Emerging themes 
 ‘How are censorship decisions made?’ – The process of censorship 
 
Self-censorship (Theme 1)  
1. Texts 
Censorship of texts for study does not occur as regularly as censorship of performance for any 
of the participants in this study. None of the participants could cite a formal policy regarding 
how text selection was to be approached in their schools. A common response was the 
preference to self-censor, and this particularly so amongst the younger teachers, rather than risk 
the repercussions of proposing a text that may be contentious. Hermia’s desire to avoid making 
‘them [parents/executive staff] angry at me’ is a motif throughout the responses of all three 
teachers both explicitly and sub-textually. This self-censorship due to fear of reprisal is a 
common reason why text censorship is less frequently reported as a problem by the participants 
of this study and concurs with earlier studies into school text censorship in this country 
(Williams & Dillon, 1993).  
184 
 
2. Performance 
i. Teacher self-censorship  
Evidence of teacher self-censorship is difficult to confirm as teachers often do not recognise or 
admit to self-censorship when they do it (French, 2003, p. 25). There is evidence that this is a 
significant issue for the participants of this study, particularly for the teachers and faculty heads 
that work in contexts of fear. There is a correlation between the clarity for the standards for 
censoring and degree of fear reported. Moreover, this fear is most widely reported in the 
Christian school system where school ideology is conservative and aligned to fundamentalist 
theology. 
ii. Student self-censorship  
There are two narratives of student self-censorship in the participant’s responses. Whether or 
not these narratives are actual instances of self-censorship is not clear. However, both narratives 
illustrate students are supported to explore sophisticated ideas and contentious texts. This 
exploration occurs in the safety of the trusted relationship of the teacher and student. In both 
accounts a Lockean view of the child is demonstrated where ‘freedom’ to deal with this mature 
material is granted because of the maturity of the student (Morton, 1997; Schrader, 1996).  
These narratives are an example of how imposing censorship is not always necessary. In the 
opinion of the participants these trusted senior students demonstrate the maturity necessary to 
present contentious material, in consideration of their varying audiences. 
Having explored the theme of self-censorship, the synthesised findings relevant to the theme of 
imposed censorship will now be summarised. 
Imposed censorship (Theme 2)  
1. Texts 
In this study, there are two incidences of texts put forward by faculty heads (Angels in America 
by Bassanio – Protestant school and Top Girls by Beatrice – Catholic school) that were 
censored by the school executive. Neither faced any formal or informal parent challenge. The 
New South Wales Board of Studies included both texts in the senior high school drama 
curriculum. 
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One of the accounts involved providing students with a copy of Top Girls with the offending 
word blacked out. This account illustrated how the intention of censoring to ‘protect’ can often 
be fatuous. It satisfies the perceived need to be seen to be pious but does little to assist mature 
students to engage with texts intelligently. In this case, the grounds for censorship was avoiding 
offence to parents. This decision is unnecessary and counter-productive censorship failing the 
test of Mills’ (1974) formulation of the harm principle (Winch & Gingell, 1999, p. 28).  
The censorship of the HSC Board of Studies approved text Angels in America in a girls’ 
Protestant school was managed with ‘amicable’ discourse. The basis for the censoring of this 
text was motivated by fear of potential parental challenge. The teacher, the faculty head and the 
deputy principal endorsed the educational merit of the text. In the view of Bassanio, this 
incident of text censorship resulted in students not being permitted to engage with a rich 
dramatic text that explores contemporary life issues highly relevant to Australian society. 
2. Performance 
Censorship of performance is a far more active area of censorship in the experience of the 
participants. The participants report that executive staff see drama performance as powerful and 
dangerous. Consequently, censorship of performance attracts more of their attention, time, 
resources and energy. 
i. Parental censorship  
There are no incidents that were recalled by any of the participants of this study of formal or 
informal challenge by parents for public performances of senior drama curriculum. This finding 
suggests that parents are less likely to challenge potentially contentious performance material 
than is the perception of schools as evidenced in the energy and resources that schools put into 
censoring HSC public performances. The participants generally recognise support from the 
parent body for the HSC Drama performances and the work achieved with the students. This 
suggests that fear of possible problems is driving this chilling effect rather than actual parental 
dissatisfaction (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Schrader, 1996). 
ii. Teacher and faculty head censorship 
There is a significant difference in censorship approach between the Protestant and Catholic 
schoolteachers, and the fundamentalist Christian schoolteachers in this study. The faculty heads 
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and teachers in the Protestant and Catholic schools have a clear understanding of the process 
and criteria for managing content in HSC public performances and feel confident to apply this 
process in their schools. The faculty head, with the teacher, has the initial responsibility for 
censoring performances. There is in many of their responses a tension expressed between the 
liberty they would personally like to allow their students and the censorship they feel obliged to 
apply to public performances. To help ameliorate this tension they censor for public 
performance but provide their students the liberty to perform the piece uncensored for the HSC 
examination. Executive staff endorse this approach. 
The primary censorship criteria for the Catholic school teaching staff require that the work is 
not anti-Catholic and strong language or themes of a sexual nature are toned down or removed 
for public performance. In the Protestant schools the censorship criteria are less concerned with 
a particular ideology or theology but are focused on protecting the school from potential 
disrepute. Language and sexual themes are still sensitive issues in public performances but a 
liberal approach to these areas is consistently reported in these Protestant schools. Students in 
these schools are provided significant agency for decisions of censorship. This principle of 
providing agency to senior students is evident in Catholic schools but is particularly evident in 
the Protestant schools in this study. 
However, in the Christian school context it is significantly different. In this context, there is a 
lack of clarity regarding what the criteria and standards are for censoring performances. 
Teachers and faculty heads report feeling quite nervous about and disenfranchised from 
managing performance censorship because of this lack of clarity. Executive staff directly 
management these censorship decisions. 
This school has adopted the national Office of Film and Literature Classification (OFLC) 
standards as the school’s standards for censorship. These standards are broadly understood and 
provide helpful clarity. It is the interpretation of biblical values that teachers have the most 
difficulty in making censorship decisions that align with executive staff expectations. 
Helena and Lysander describe how they rigorously censor student performance content from the 
outset of the HSC course with students being warned from working with and performing 
material that is not ‘G’ rated. Students and parents are required to sign an agreement to this 
effect. This emphasis on censorship in Hermia’s opinion severely limits and narrows the scope 
of the drama, issues and ideas that these young adult students can study and explore.  
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iii. Executive staff censorship 
In this study, the vast majority of reported censorship of performance is conducted by Catholic 
and Christian school executive staff. Executive staff management of HSC Drama performance 
censorship came into place in each of these schools due to a particular problematic performance 
event. In each case, there had not been any parental complaint. Conversely none of the 
Protestant/Anglican school participants can cite an occasion where executive staff have ever 
censored or raised concerns regarding any HSC senior drama public performance. These 
teachers are not fearful to explore challenging material that they believe, would be of educative 
benefit for their students. There is a correlation in this study between low levels of censorship 
and low levels of fear and frustration amongst staff. 
Where executive staff manage HSC performance censorship directly, the pragmatics and 
effectiveness of this oversight is problematic. Busy executive staff finding time to watch thirty 
to forty performances before they are performed to the wider school community was not 
feasible for these schools. Moving to a system of vetting scripts of the performances, introduces 
the considerable problem of nuance and tone. Benedict and Beatrice argue that these 
considerations cannot be judged by reviewing a script of a performance. Benedict makes the 
point that a script in the hands of one student may be a different experience to that of another. 
These reactive protocols quickly put in place after of an ‘incident’ lack consideration for how 
they disempower and disenfranchise staff. The pragmatics of implementation of executive direct 
oversight is found to be very difficult. Finally, the educative outcomes these censorship 
processes produce, reduce opportunity for students to access and engage with significant social 
and political issues. In some instances senior Drama students and teachers are pressured to 
select benign dramatic works to study and perform that often lack sophistication and critical 
integrity. The result of this imposed executive staff censorship of HSC Drama performance has 
been seen in this study to leave the drama teacher feeling disenfranchised and more likely to 
self-censor (Berkley, 1993; Blaxland, 2000c; French, 2003; Gatewood, 2002; Hoch, 1981; Lent 
& Pipkin, 2013; Maher, 1986; Moody, 2005; Polya, 2004; Williams & Dillon, 1993). 
The next section of this chapter will synthesise the relevant findings of the research question of 
this study with its focus on the basis for censorship in these schools. The themes of fear and 
ideology are the focus of this synthesised summary. 
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‘Why are these censorship decisions made?’ – The Basis for Censorship 
Fear (Theme 3)  
The two most cited sources of fear in the reviewed literature are parental disapproval and 
executive staff disapproval (Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013, p. 25; Reichman, 2001, pp. 17-20). 
Jenkinson 1986 study lists ‘keeping parents happy, anxiety about rocking the boat, job security, 
avoidance of controversy’ (1986, p. 15) as fears motivating censorship in schools. In 
Jenkinson’s later 1994 study avoidance of challenges, parental concerns, lack of protection from 
not belonging to a union (1994, pp. 20-21) were also identified. Williams and Dillon list 
avoiding conflict with other adults, avoidance of confrontation and fear of disapproval (1994, p. 
11) as motivators for teacher censorship. Cossett-Lent et al (2013, p. 25) and Reichman (2001, 
pp. 17-20) found the ‘chilling effect’ of previous controversy, the desire to avoid conflict, 
parental badgering, lack of power and other fear-based responses motivating teacher censorship.   
In this study, these fear factors are reported extensively in the Christian school context, to a 
lesser degree in the Catholic school context and are not significantly apparent in the responses 
of the participants of Protestant schools.  
1. Fear of parental disapproval 
In this study, fear of parental criticism is the most frequent and significant motivator of 
censorship of both texts and performances in senior drama curriculum. This study also found 
that the level of fear surrounding performance is significantly greater than that for texts in the 
cases investigated. The result of the NVivo assisted analysis (see Figure 8.8 and Figure 8.7) 
confirms that self-censorship and imposed censorship are more prevalent in performance. Fear 
of perceived or possible parent criticism motivates this censorship. In the graph in Figure 8.8, 
the code ‘Parental concerns’ is mentioned twice as frequently as any other bases for censorship. 
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Figure 8.8 - Basis for censorship: Text compared to Performance 
 
All participants report a low frequency of challenge and complaint by parents. It is evident from 
these findings that fear of potential criticism and complaint from parents is a significant 
influence motivating censorship. 
2. Fear of executive staff disapproval 
Fear of executive staff disapproval is predominantly reported in the Christian school case study. 
Hermia has experienced confrontation and disenfranchisement in the nature of the censorship 
interventions by the executive. The result of this heavy-handed approach has been to create 
confusion and resignation. In contrast, open fear-free discourse with executive staff around 
censorship decisions is frequently reported in the Catholic school context and is extensively 
reported in the Protestant school context. Lambie (2009) suggests that collaborative rather than 
hierarchical relationships produce better outcomes when difficult issues need to be resolved. 
Power relationships in schools between management and teachers have direct relevance to this 
issue of fear and hegemonic control of curriculum content (Edmiston, 2000; Feinberg, 2014; 
Kerlinger, 1973; Thompson, 2012; Winston, 1999).  
The implication for creating a conceptual framework and review process is the importance of 
schools purposefully creating a safe space for discourse. In the findings of this study where this 
safe space for discourse exists, staff articulate their views with confidence.  
3. Fear of tarnished school reputation  
The issue of damage to a school’s standing is more frequently mentioned amongst the 
executive participants and in the more elite schools as a primary motivating fear. Hero is 
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particularly concerned about the threat to her school’s reputation by the media’s sensationalised 
handling of a potentially contentious incident. This fear is not without substance or precedence 
(Enright, 1997; Montgomery, 2008a).  
This dynamic plays out in media fuelled hysteria from time to time when school curriculum 
comes under fire. This moral panic can be extremely damaging to schools, teachers and school 
principals (ABC, 2010; Bonner, 2007; Cossett-Lent & Pipkin, 2013; Denzin, 2013; Enright, 
1997; Hewton, 2003). Hero, Antonio and Bassanio all make reference in their interviews and 
questionnaire responses to critical media coverage as a major concern for their school. 
Ideological basis (Theme 4)  
This final section will summarise the synthesised findings relevant to the fourth and final theme. 
This theme as with the previous theme ‘fear’, emerges from the research question of why 
censorship is occurring in these schools. Where the previous theme ‘fear’ is reactive in nature, 
ideologically based decisions are proactive. This summary is organised under the following four 
sub-themes: 
1. Religious position 
2. Educational merit 
3. Student needs 
4. Community standards. 
A conceptual framework and review process to be proposed in the final chapter of this thesis for 
managing questions of censorship will need to acknowledge and minimise the causes of fear, 
while also defining and employing an ideological basis for censorship decisions. 
1. Religious position  
The ultimate religious authority to determine values and moral judgements is significantly 
different from each school system. Beatrice and Benedict frequently use the phrase in their 
interview responses ‘contrary to Catholic teaching’ highlighting the authority of the Catholic 
Church as the final arbiter. The Christian school participants Hermia, Helena and Lysander 
frequently use the phrase ‘biblical view’ indicating the Bible as sovereign. Their view of the 
Bible is a fundamentalist literal interpretation as reflected in school statements of belief (Justins, 
2002). The Protestant school participants describe their school’s theological position as liberal 
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but as Protestant denominations they also place the Bible as the touchstone of authority over 
church dogma or doctrine. These Protestant schools allow for a broader and often more liberal 
interpretation of the Bible (Buckingham, 2010). Although these generalisations are reasonably 
consistent in the expressed views of the nine participants, there is also reported variation within 
these general religious positions. 
All participants report that the executive staff are the most influential stakeholders in 
determining values and standards. Some observe that there is significant and immediate change 
in the process and standard applied to censorship when there is a change in executive personnel. 
Those in positions of power in schools significantly influence how and why texts and 
performances are censored. This finding shows that values, including religious values, are 
dynamic and open to interpretation. The participants in this study all express a sensitivity to 
uphold and apply the values and standards of their schools even when they do not align with 
their personal views. 
The implication of these findings is that a review process for managing censorship must be 
theologically sensitive and flexible to ensure utility for a wide range of positions, ideologies and 
theologies. 
2. Educational merit 
A consistent correlation in this study is those who perceive themselves within the ‘exposure’ 
position defend potentially contentious texts and student performances on a basis of educational 
merit, while those who align their views with the ‘protectionist’ position rarely or never mention 
educational merit as a factor to be considered. What is meant by ‘educational merit’ is never 
defined by the participants. Contextually it seems that the general meaning intended is to 
advance the understanding and capacity of students to be able to engage with the challenges of 
contemporary life through critically studying, making and performing works of dramatic art.  
There also seems to be a particular concern for the development of a worldview and morality 
that is aligned with the faith system that operates within the school. Winston argues students 
through drama ‘express, explore and develop complex moral understandings’ (Winston, 1999, 
p. 64). Edmiston’s theoretical framework for drama as ‘ethical education’ (Edmiston, 2000) sees 
drama education as a means of moral formation as students experience moral dilemmas as actor 
and reactor/victim in various scenarios. Drama allows for the taking and observing of multiple 
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perspectives/roles and through this experiencing how actions impact from multiple perspectives. 
This moral formation framework is not a Kantian quest for abstract moral principles to be 
learned and applied universally. It is a framework that looks at personal behaviour from the 
perspective of its impact upon others. This idea resonates with the Christian and biblical precept 
known as the golden rule - ‘Do unto others as you would have them do unto you’. Therefore, we 
are not just responsible for our actions but we are also ‘answerable’ (Edmiston, 2000, p. 66). 
The participants do not explicitly refer to this moral formation dimension in the argument for 
‘educational merit’ as a basis to determine censorship. Nevertheless, it is often alluded to and 
sub-textually present in many of their responses and narratives. In these narratives the 
participant’s concern is the impact the study of a particular text will have on influencing and 
informing students’ worldviews and ethical standards. 
In the Catholic school context, Benedict expresses an argument for defending a student 
performance based on the idea of the emerging independence and maturity of the student. 
Educational merit is his primary criterion. Both Hero and Beatrice also cite educational merit as 
a key factor in offering a defence for challenged texts and performances. Hero argues it is at the 
faculty level where the responsibility rests to ‘argue for that particular text, the value of it 
educationally’. 
In the Christian school context it is quite telling that there is no response from Lysander (Head 
of Senior School) or Helena (faculty head) that speaks directly to the idea of defending a text or 
performance on the grounds of educational merit. Hermia, on the other hand, believes ‘ideally’ 
that possibly contentious topics and texts can have educational merit for students who have the 
maturity and capacity to explore these topics. 
In the Protestant schools Bassanio, Portia and Antonio all sit comfortably in the ‘exposure’ 
position. The basis of their reasoning for studying contentious material is primarily the 
educational merit for their students. The common theme is that the responsibility of teachers is 
not ‘protecting’ students from the world in which they live but rather ‘exposing’ them ‘to real 
world issues’ in ways that ‘broadens their experience’ and equips them to understand and 
engage maturely, ‘wisely’ and actively with the concerns of their day.  
193 
 
3. Student needs 
Thematically this concept of age-appropriateness and individual needs is frequently raised by 
the participants of this study (Blaxland, 2000a, p. 13; Winch, 2004). The participants of this 
study posit that a teacher is in the best position to know their students and so to make these 
professional judgements. Benedict makes the distinction between chronological age and 
individual maturity acknowledging the broad range of individual emotional development in 
adolescents of the same chronological age. 
Hermia and Lysander are aligned with other participants in this study seeing the needs of the 
student and their developmental maturity as being central to censorship decisions. Hermia 
emphasises her concern for the needs of students, whereby a particular student may not be 
equipped, to deal with issues that are too close to the student’s personal circumstance. Antonio’s 
primary basis for considering selection of material is the emotional and cognitive needs of the 
student. Many of the participants see student needs as a significant basis for making censorship 
decisions. 
Sensitivity to the age of audience members is widely reported as a basis for modifying 
performances across the participants in this study. This issue does not constitute censorship as 
defined by this study when students are permitted access to study and perform contentious 
material in other contexts. The issue of audience sensitivity is central to the BOS advice to 
schools (Office Board of Studies, 2005).  
4. Community standards 
In all schools in this study, it is the principal and executive staff that determine both the process 
and standard of censorship. This is the position of the Board of Studies as expressed in their 
advice to schools regarding content (Office Board of Studies, 2005). Beatrice and Hero raise the 
issue of ‘interpretation’ of standards and how a change in executive personnel can significantly 
change both the process and standard of censorship in schools.  
Lysander, Helena, Hermia, Portia, Benedict and Beatrice all refer to and utilise the standards 
published by the Office of Film and Literature Classification (OFLC, 2011) for censorship 
decisions and communicating these decisions to students and parents. This approach has much 
to commend it. The OFLC regularly up-dates its standards through a process of community 
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consensus. The OFLC is philosophically aligned with a Lockean view of the child restricting 
mature content, in-line with age. It provides a common language and a broadly understood set 
of standards. 
Conclusions 
1. No policy = problem 
In the participant’s experience, where there is a lack of censorship policy and protocol, teachers 
are more likely to censor and self-censor (Jenkinson, 1994, p. 15; Morton, 1997, p. 1). 
Participants report that incidents are the catalyst for creating censorship policy in the area of 
HSC drama performance. Where this is reported, the policy is viewed as reactive and not well 
considered. Fear, dissatisfaction, disenfranchisement and self-censorship are greater where there 
is a lack of clarity about the censorship process, criteria and standards. Teacher 
enfranchisement, satisfaction and confidence are considerably lower in these schools. Portia 
frequently expresses a desire to have a formal policy in place. She believes that a censorship 
policy would provide clarity and protection from future change in executive personnel who may 
not be as supportive. 
2. Trusted and informed 
In matters of censorship teaching staff and faculty heads frequently express that they wish to be 
trusted while executive staff express they wish to be informed. Teachers appreciate the support 
of the executive when complaint or challenge is made however; they find executive staff direct 
intervention burdensome, often difficult to manage and not always delivering optimal outcomes. 
This study found executive staff highlight the need to protect the reputation of the school while 
teachers express the need to protect educational outcomes for students. Their focus and view of 
censorship is affected by their position. 
Quality executive/teacher relationships in this study are characterised by confidence, open 
dialogue and mutual trust and respect. A supportive culture diminishes fear and provides an 
interpersonal space which supports open, rational exploration of censorship issues (Lambie, 
2009).  
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3. Lockean view of the child 
A Lockean view (Winch & Gingell, 1999) of the child is frequently reflected in the views of the 
participants. An example of this is Lysander’s use of the OFLC criteria and standards for 
censorship decisions in his school (Blaxland, 2000a; OFLC, 2011; Winch, 2004). Another 
example is Portia’s advocacy for a strategy allowing access to potentially contentious material 
based on student maturity. A frequently mentioned strategy that has its basis in this 
philosophical view of the child, is the strategy of alerting audiences to potentially contentious 
performances and providing choice of whether or not to view the performance. 
Bassanio’s advocacy and practice of providing student agency seems to create encouraging 
educational outcomes both in terms of student learning as reflected in HSC results and but also 
in their reported development as confident, self-actualised ethical graduates. 
4. Grounds for censorship – who determines standards? 
There is broad agreement with the areas of censorship reported. The list includes sex, violence, 
language, suicide, sexuality, blasphemy, discrimination and political views (Blaxland, 2000a; 
Credaro, 2001; French, 2001; Reichman, 2001). The three most frequently reported in this study 
are sex, violence and language. Determining the standard to be applied to these areas is where 
we see great variation. It is the common view amongst the participants that the most influential 
person in determining standards in schools is the principal and her executive.  
Some participants see the influence of religion as a source of ethical inertia. However, most of 
the participants acknowledge that standards are dynamic, evolving with changing community 
expectations and changes to executive personnel. 
Consistent across the three case studies is the difficulty in defining censorship standards, 
particularly managing the dynamic nature of standards across shifts in time and changes in key 
stakeholders.  
The range of responses of varying stakeholders is the most difficult element to resolve the 
question of standards. Blaxland finds this same dynamic in her study ‘that there is a range of 
opinions … “Some people didn’t find it offensive, and others found it very offensive. There are 
really no hard and fast guiding rules to establish what is permissible,” says Marie Fay. “It comes 
down to personal opinion”’ (Blaxland, 2000b, p. 21).  
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Without a guiding censorship framework, there is much uncertainty and the individual with the 
most power becomes the arbiter. A review process emerging from an agreed conceptual 
framework may improve this circumstance by addressing how to arrive at a censorship standard 
that is reflective of the school community and focused on the best outcome for students. Such a 
process should provide confidence to making these curriculum decisions and limit unnecessary 
censorship and self-censorship. 
The final chapter will provide implications of these findings for practice, policy and further 
research. This final chapter will include a conceptual framework and review process for schools 
for managing contentious material in the HSC Drama and arts curriculum. 
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Chapter 9 Findings and Conceptual Framework 
We change people through conversation, not through censorship. 
 – Jay-Z, Decoded 
Introduction 
Censorship and self-censorship of senior drama texts and performances have dislocated school 
communities, damaged professional reputations and unnecessarily limited access to great 
dramatic works for senior secondary students. The nine participants that contribute to this 
inquiry teach in the three largest non-government school systems in New South Wales and work 
in three levels of school management; teacher, faculty head, executive. In the Catholic school 
system case study, two schools are represented. Two of the three participants work in the same 
Catholic school providing intersecting perspectives on censorship issues and events in that 
school. In the Christian school system case study, there is one school represented providing 
intersecting perspectives on censorship issues and events across all three levels of school 
management: teacher, faculty head and executive. Finally in the Anglican/Protestant school 
system case study three schools are represented providing the broadest perspective across this 
ideologically diverse school system. 
The interpretation of this research is unique and not generalisable and is constructed through the 
researcher’s particular perspective and purpose. The quality of this interpretation is not 
determined by its generalisability but by ‘whether or not the meanings generated by the 
researcher or the reader are valued’ (Stake, 2008, p. 135). This study is one step in 
understanding more deeply the problem of censorship in schools. More research and work needs 
to be conducted. This study is part of the on-going discourse into educational policy and 
practice and finds its place in the on-going practical and political outworking of this issue in this 
field (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 
Implications and recommendations from this study 
The main finding of this inquiry is: fear of possible complaint is motivating censorship, 
particularly self-censorship, of senior drama curriculum in these case studies. There is 
significantly more censorship, and censorship of a more restrictive standard, of HSC Drama 
performances than HSC Drama texts. Formal and informal parent challenges of HSC Drama 
texts and performances cited by the participants are negligible. However, despite the minimal 
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frequency and level of complaint and challenge, the amount of censorship activity and 
particularly self-censorship activity taking place in these schools is significant. Participants 
directly and indirectly cite fear of negative consequences as the basis for the vast majority of 
censorship and self-censorship that is taking place. This study has found reactive censorship 
policy and practice has created significant negative censorship outcomes for student learning 
and teacher morale in these schools. At its worst it stifles essential engagement, thinking and 
debate of significant social/political/ethical issues that is critical towards maintaining a healthy 
liberal democracy. The confluence of these findings calls out for a better way to manage 
censorship decisions in schools, particularly in the area of HSC Drama performance. 
The second major finding of this inquiry is that ideology (and to some degree theology) is 
influencing censorship policy and practice in these schools. Where fear is a reactive basis for 
censorship, ideologically based decisions are proactive in nature. There are varying degrees of 
clarity for the participants regarding their school’s ideological basis for censorship though the 
core values of schools are well understood and generally supported by the participants. Even 
where there is little alignment between the personal beliefs and convictions of the participant 
and the school’s position, the participants are supportive of their school’s core values and see 
their role is to understand and implement these standards and values. 
To move from reactive fear-based censorship to a proactive ideological basis for a school’s 
censorship policy and practice, stakeholders must engage in an open fear-free discourse and 
debate. The results of this inquiry demonstrate that such a discourse between teachers, school 
management and parents is difficult. To occur, a safe environment of professional respect and 
trust is essential. 
An implication of these findings for policy and practice is the need for schools to create a safe 
space for discourse amongst key stakeholders in school communities. A safe space for discourse 
should be purposefully designed to reduce fear for teachers and to allow focus on creative 
censorship solutions based on the ideology that is the school’s basis for values. To explore how 
such a discourse space can be created in schools, the findings of this research are organised into 
the following sections: 
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1. Four implications for policy 
1.1. To have or not to have a policy 
1.2. Navigating ideologies and theologies 
1.3. Protection paradigm versus exposure paradigm 
1.4. Lockean view of the adolescent 
2. Four implications for practice 
2.1. Determining ‘community standards’ 
2.2. Informing audiences 
2.3. Providing agency  
2.4. Collaborative relationships 
3. A conceptual framework and review process for managing HSC Drama censorship 
4. Five recommendations for further study 
4.1. Self-censorship how much is going on and why? 
4.2. How is censorship in government schools operating and on what basis? 
4.3. How utilitarian is the proposed process from this study in  
a) Non-government schools? 
b) Government schools? 
c) Other subject areas such as English, visual arts and music? 
d) Younger ages such as junior secondary or primary? 
4.4. What is the view of students? 
4.5. What is the view of parents? 
There are many other implications that can be drawn from the participants’ views and responses 
that have been provided in this study. This chapter will examine policy and practice 
implications and from these construct a censorship conceptual framework and review process 
for use in schools. To conclude this chapter future directions for research in this field are 
suggested.  
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Four implications for policy 
1. To have or not to have 
Despite the contrasting paradigms and ideologies of the nine participants and their schools, all 
agree that a thoroughly considered school censorship policy and protocol is of critical 
importance to successfully implement effective censorship decisions. Fear for personal and 
professional standing within the school community is a consistent theme associated with the 
basis for decisions of censorship. This fear is particularly present in the Christian School case 
study.  
When reactive decisions are made with little shared understanding between teachers, executive 
and school communities for the basis for these significant decisions, the outcome is usually less 
than optimal with a narrowing of the scope of the drama curriculum. This study has found that 
unnecessary censorship and disenfranchisement of teachers and students is frequently reported. 
An ad hoc censorship process leads to an environment where fear based censorship and self-
censorship flourish. 
Throughout Portia’s interview, she frequently expresses that a censorship policy would provide 
‘clarity’ and ‘protection’. 
The results of this study suggest a policy alone is not sufficient to ensure sound educational 
outcomes. There are other highly significant practical factors that need to be considered and put 
in place to support the implementation of good policy. The four most significant practical 
factors found in this study are discussed in detail in the four implications for practice section 
later in this chapter. The conclusion here is a formal written policy to manage censorship is an 
essential ingredient to support sound management of HSC Drama censorship. A well-supported 
school censorship policy can provide security, clarity, confidence and proactive agency for all 
stakeholders and so assist in delivering optimal educational outcomes that protect the school, its 
teachers and the curriculum. 
2. Navigating ideologies and theologies  
Collins (1992) in his findings recognises ‘an immediately practical need for philosophical 
reflection upon education, including censorship, in the public forum’ (1992, p. 51). Any school 
policy must be able to accommodate the specific needs of the school community and be 
201 
 
grounded in and reflect the core values of the school system and the school. Censorship policy 
is an area that requires great sensitivity to the wide range of theological and ideological views 
present in non-government schools. These sensitive views potentially cause great discord and 
contention within these communities. 
Censorship at its core is a moral judgement requiring the defining of appropriate values and 
standards. The first step to creating an effective censorship policy is for a school community to 
be very clear in its identity, core values and beliefs. This work is most usually the responsibility 
of school governance bodies such as school boards and school systems. The principal and 
executive are responsible for interpreting and implementing these core values and beliefs into 
policy and practice. The articulation of what the school believes and values is foundational to 
the successful creation of a well-considered and effective censorship policy. Recognition of the 
primacy of the principal in determining matters of censorship in HSC Drama performances is a 
core tenet of the New South Wales Board of Studies Advice to Schools regarding content 
(Office Board of Studies, 2005). This document recognises that it is the school principal who 
carries the responsibility of ensuring that any public performance is appropriate for the ‘cultural 
sensitivities’ of their particular community. 
One of the political ramifications for the school to decide is the agency of parents in influencing 
curriculum. Clarity on where on the spectrum the school sits in positioning parent authority in 
determining curriculum is central. Once this question is answered, the degree of consultation 
and ‘control’ provided parents could be appropriately reflected in the school’s censorship policy 
and practice. The Christian school system has parent control constitutionally embedded into its 
governance model. The findings of this study suggest that this is particularly an issue for 
Christian schools to consider and resolve.  
This study has found that parent-controlled Christian schools sit well within the protectionist 
paradigm, Protestant/Anglican schools comfortably in the exposure paradigm and Catholic 
schools sitting in between. The policy implications of these findings are that a conceptual 
framework and review process needs to be flexible to acknowledge and adapt to a school’s 
position on this continuum. It needs to be framed by the school’s ideology and the degree of 
influence of parents. The next section will specifically discuss this paradigm continuum and the 
implications for creating effective censorship policy. 
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3. ‘Protection’ versus ‘exposure’ 
Lysander’s (Head of Senior School – Christian School) rationale to censor the HSC Drama 
performances at his school is to provide a ‘lighter and more uplifting’ experience for the 
audience. Works are censored that express ‘dark and troubling’ themes or explore issues of 
‘sexuality’. This protectionist paradigm, though well intentioned, is fundamentally flawed and 
poses a significant educational disadvantage for students and teachers by denying access to 
sophisticated works that explore mature themes relevant to the world in which students live. 
Hermia describes the outcome of this censorship as limiting the performance material available 
to be explored and studied by these young adults to ‘Care Bears Incorporated’. This response 
provides some indication of the limitations of the scope of the curriculum able to be offered in 
this school. A great deal of the classic canon of theatre deals with ‘dark and troubling’ themes. 
These literary classics are censored from HSC Drama curriculum utilising this protectionist 
criterion in this school. 
Drama, by its very nature, is the expression and exploration of human conflict and complex 
relationships and is often intentionally provocative. Drama employs these strategies to engage 
and awaken its audience to deeper insights into the human condition and the times in which we 
live. Whether comic or tragic, drama is the stuff of conflict, injustice, deceit, death, human 
foibles and frailties. What limited and superficial dramatic works would be available to study 
and perform for our young adult drama students, if they are not permitted to access or perform 
dramatic works that examine and explore issues such as ‘sexuality’ or ‘suicide’ or other ‘dark’ 
themes? Bassanio, Antonio, Portia, Benedict, Beatrice, Hermia, Lysander and Hero all express 
the view that senior students should have the liberty to reflect the world they encounter and the 
breadth of ideas that are in the market place. To insist that senior student art, to be acceptable, 
must reflect a view of the world that is only ‘hopeful and light’ is unnecessarily narrow and 
educationally irresponsible. This hegemonic approach is redolent of fear-driven moral panic 
(Altheide, 2009; Power, 1979; Poynting, 2007). 
Unnecessarily censoring the student voice or their access to texts and ideas that may not align 
with the worldview and values of the school, Bassanio argues has the potential for more harm 
than good. It is entirely appropriate for schools to promote their beliefs and view of truth to their 
students. Indeed, this is why these schools exist and why many parents elect to enrol their 
children in these schools. However, the participants share that in their personal view this should 
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not preclude young adult students from exploring ideas and beliefs that may differ from those of 
the school. 
Rather than engaging students in an open discourse regarding their view of the world, students 
in Lysander’s school are forewarned and then censored if they craft a theatrical work that is not 
‘G’ rated and full of ‘light and hope’. I am not alone in my concerns and criticisms of this 
protectionist censorship. Elizabeth Roberts a K–12 school principal concluded in her research 
findings into the censorship activity of 546 schools in the United States that censorship  
narrows students’ thinking. Censorship creates a restrictive atmosphere in the 
classroom and limits the flexibility of a teacher’s instructional strategies. It 
contravenes the spirit of the goals of education in this province, and it makes it 
difficult to encourage the development of a multicultural, global outlook among 
students. Censorship stifles creative and critical thinking by narrowing the 
viewpoints available to students (Morton, 1997, p. 1).  
This study found that this is happening today in HSC Drama classrooms in this country. This is 
of great concern. We are not serving our students well when we allow unnecessarily restrictive 
censorship to go unquestioned and unchallenged. 
At the other end of the spectrum, the exposure view sits in a context of trust and liberty for staff 
and students. Bassanio articulates this paradigm in his responses throughout his interview and 
questionnaire. He argues ‘I see more the dangers of not allowing controversial material’. 
Students are given greater agency to choose as they approach their final years of high school. In 
Bassanio’s school, the agency and trust provided to senior students seems to generate outcomes 
of mature engagement rather than immature rebellion. Student perspectives are not 
discriminated nor are they warned away from engaging with mature, sophisticated adult themes 
and issues. However, this school was not free from the spectre of fear driven censorship with 
student access to Angel’s in America being denied despite its merits as a Board of Studies 
endorsed HSC text that staff and executive alike view as having great value for the students to 
study. 
The exposure view aligns with a Lockean view of the child in the views and censorship 
examples cited by the participants. Wherever a school community sits on the 
protectionist/exposure continuum, a Lockean view of the child assists the creation of an 
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effective censorship policy. The fourth and final implication for policy to be discussed will 
explore this finding. 
4. Lockean view of the adolescent 
Winch (1999) suggests that one solution to the philosophical and political dichotomy between 
the exposure and protectionist view to censorship is to take a Lockean account of children's 
rights and apply it to censorship issues. On this account, parents or caregivers such as teachers, 
have the responsibility of protecting children. This approach provides legal temporary 
derivative rights over children including the control of access to books, information and ideas. If 
teachers or schools judge that access is not in the best interests of the child it can and should be 
withheld. The role of schools and teachers in loco parentis, adjudicating between the wishes of 
different parents, can be problematic when there is great diversity of views amongst the school 
community. Hermia particularly reported this difficult experience. 
A first step towards advancing a school censorship policy is for the school community to 
articulate a clear philosophical basis for balancing the rights of the child and the rights of the 
parents within this Lockean philosophical view of the child. If a philosophical basis is not 
clearly articulated by the school community, any review process or conceptual framework 
developed to address issues of censorship will easily collapse when challenged. Without a well-
considered and robust philosophical basis, any answers to the question of ‘why are we doing 
this?’ could be seen as arbitrary and difficult to defend. 
 ‘Age-appropriate’ is a concept expressed across the three case studies of this inquiry. However, 
where senior student access to approved HSC Board of Studies texts or their potentially 
contentious artwork is censored, as is the case in some of the schools in this study, then this is 
not ‘age-appropriate’ protection from harm but censorship. Determining what age is appropriate 
for what standard is where the difference between the protectionist and exposure paradigms is 
distinguished. The protectionist view considers seventeen to eighteen year-old students as too 
young to be exposed to potentially contentious art and ideas. The views of participants suggest 
that this censorship is motivated by fear of a tarnished school reputation where the concern is 
that nothing should be studied or performed that does not reflect the ‘Catholic’ or ‘Christian’ 
ethos and values of the school. 
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Benedict makes the distinction between chronological age and individual maturity 
acknowledging the broad range of individual emotional development in adolescents. On a 
number of occasions, the participants observe that material may be suitable for one student but 
not for another of the same chronological age. The conclusion of almost all the participants is 
that the responsibility for determination of censorship should rest with teachers as trusted 
professionals who know the students they work with on a day-to-day basis. Decisions are more 
appropriately made on a more nuanced case-by-case basis rather than exclusively on the 
chronological age of the student. The teachers in this study utilise this approach for the 
performance elements of the HSC Drama course. The texts to be studied by the entire class are 
another matter. In this instance, the maturity and needs of every student in the class needs to be 
considered. This is a point made by Bassanio’s deputy where she argued that the text Angels in 
America would be fine for the class but ‘perhaps not for may be one or two’ and because of this 
the text was censored. 
The basis of censorship of public performance in all the schools in this study is framed around 
two frequently reported concerns: 
1. The protection from harm to younger audience members 
2. Avoiding damage to the reputation of the school. 
A number of the participants advocate for senior students to access contentious performance 
material they can perform in their examination but apply school censorship standards to the 
public showcasing of these performances. Some advocate for the strategy of informing 
audiences using the OFLC rating system and providing an opportunity for the audience to not 
view these particular performances. One approach shapes the material for a general audience, 
the other shapes the audience for the more mature material that the students wish to study and 
perform. 
The OFLC rating system is an expression of a Lockean view of the child and is a well-known 
and understood community standard. It carries great authority and utility. Its practical 
implications will be discussed in the section that follows. Utilising this rating system will go 
some way to managing the needs to protect younger audience members from harm. However, 
the need to protect the reputation of the school will require more to be considered than simply 
applying a censorship rating to drama texts and performances. 
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Four implications for practice 
The following four implications are loosely aligned and derivative of the four preceding policy 
implications discussed above. 
1. Determining ‘community standards’ 
The issue of school community sensitivity is reflected in the New South Wales Board of Studies 
advice to schools (Office Board of Studies, 2005). The difficulty comes in determining what 
these standards are and who should determine them. Further questions that need to be 
considered include: What are the rights and responsibilities of the State and how should these 
intersect with the rights and responsibilities of parents and students in determining the senior 
secondary curriculum? Should anything that has the potential to offend be omitted? A healthy 
democracy and a quality senior secondary education should allow free access to ideas and 
information, even those ideas that may be challenging and unsettling. In considering these 
questions, Feinberg identifies the role of power and hegemony in the school curriculum. 
We need to distinguish then between the power to include an item in the 
curriculum and the power to exclude an item. In many cases, it is easier to 
censor than to introduce. Hegemony refers much more often to the power of 
veto rather than to the power of inclusion, and indicates a structure of decision-
making where choice is limited in such a way that a certain interest is not 
challenged (Feinberg, 2014, p. 2). 
Eight of the nine participants (Portia, Benedict, Beatrice, Hero, Lysander, Helena, Hermia and 
Antonio) report utilising the broadly accepted and understood ‘community standard’ of the 
national Office of Film and Literature Classification (OFLC) system in discussing censorship 
standards. There are three advantages to this system being applied in a process for managing 
public performance censorship. I will outline the first two here and the third in the section 
below. Firstly there is a common national language, understanding and standard that can be 
utilised and applied. School communities can set and communicate their censorship standard at 
a point at which they feel is appropriate for a HSC Drama performance evening, whether that be 
‘G’, ‘PG’, ‘M’ with confidence that a common understanding of these general standards is 
defined and understood by students, teachers and parents. 
207 
 
Secondly the OFLC sets its standards through on-going community consultation. This practice 
acknowledges the dynamic nature of standards and the need for consultation from a broad 
representative group to ensure standards remain accurately reflective of current social 
sensibilities. This principle can be embraced by schools whatever their ideology. Censorship 
frameworks, whether reflective of the protectionist paradigm such as Ireland’s (2000) or those 
from the exposure paradigm such as the American Alliance for Theatre and Education 
(Boccardi, 1993), see the importance and value of school community consultation. The most 
protectionist and conservative participants and school systems in this study advocate and use the 
OFLC classification system for their censorship standards. 
2. Informing audiences 
The third advantage for schools is they can use the principle of the OFLC, of advertising and 
forewarning an audience beforehand as to the classification level of the performances they are 
about to view. Providing this information and guidance provides audiences the ability to decide 
which performances of the evening they will view and which members of their families they 
will bring. The benefit of shaping the audience to the work of the students rather than having the 
students censor their work for a general audience is that it gives much greater scope to the 
senior students to study sophisticated and challenging works appropriate to a senior level of 
study. Pragmatically this could easily be implemented by placing, for example, the more mature 
and challenging performances at the end of the evening allowing audiences who wish to not 
view these works to leave before these works are performed. Alternatively these more 
confronting works could be performed on a separate night or at an alternative venue. This 
practice of informing the audience that there may be some challenging material in the 
performance through advertisement, pre-show notices, announcement and program notices is 
successfully employed in some of the schools in this study and will be incorporated into the 
suggested review process later in this chapter. 
This practice provides agency to students, teachers and audiences, which is discussed more fully 
in the following section. 
3. Providing agency 
One of the dynamics in operation in Bassanio’s school is the agency granted senior drama 
students to be in partnership in the process of modification of the work for the different 
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audience contexts. This process in Bassanio’s view has educational merit and seems to be a 
hallmark of this school’s approach to their senior students of inclusivity, agency and trust. 
Bassanio 
we said we’re fine for you to make a decision whether you’d like to come and see the play or 
not. And quite a few actually said ‘No I think I’d find that material a bit confronting for me’ … 
As much as we can we try and encourage students to take that responsibility which of course is 
all part of that framework of creating independent learners when they leave the school. 
Bassanio’s advocacy for student agency and valuing the students’ voices creates positive 
educational outcomes both in terms of student learning and also in the development of students 
as confident, self-actualised adult citizens. Beatrice’s account of a confident senior student 
appealing a censorship decision directly to the deputy is another example of how students when 
provided, or in this case take agency, demonstrate great wisdom and can be ‘right’ in their 
censorship judgement when those in authority are not. 
The participants of this study indicate that the responsibility for managing censorship should be 
delegated to the faculty head and her team, with clear guidelines and criteria in a written policy 
document. 
The schools that risk trusting their staff and students do not risk much but create excellent 
dividends for their students and staff. These schools build confidence, capacity, wisdom and 
intelligent creativity. There is less censorship and self-censorship occurring in these schools and 
participants who work in these contexts report great empowerment, support and satisfaction in 
their workplace with excellent student achievement. 
4. Collaborative relationships 
The findings of this study suggest that censorship decisions are frequently made in an 
atmosphere of high emotion and that these contexts produce less than optimal outcomes. Hero 
identifies the problem that the dialogue surrounding this issue can often be emotive rather than 
rational. This emotive rather than rational response to challenge and complaint is evident in a 
number of the narratives shared by the participants of this study. This high emotion can be 
‘scary’ raising the level of fear and cause conflict avoidance promoting unnecessary self-
censorship. 
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To create rational and effective censorship discourse, strategies to manage and mitigate the 
effect of high emotion should be considered in the construction of a censorship review process 
(Lambie, 2009). A conceptual framework and review process for managing questions of 
censorship needs to understand and minimise the basis of fear that permeates the issue of 
censorship. Defining an ideological basis for censorship decisions with a proactive rather than 
reactive approach to censorship is consistent with creating this safe discourse space. A 
supportive culture diminishes fear and encourages an interpersonal space for open and rational 
exploration of the relevant issues. 
Parents should also be included in this collaboration. Bassanio cites the censoring of a HSC 
Drama text Angels in America was largely due to the executive being fearful of possible 
challenges from parents. If Bassanio had an opportunity to present the text to a parent meeting 
of the students in the class where the educational merits of the text could be discussed, this 
collaboration and consultation may have overcome the fear of ‘litigation’ as the obstacle for the 
inclusion of the text. This principle of understanding the obstacles and then working 
collaboratively with teachers, students and parents to creatively develop solutions, should be a 
key element of a review process for managing censorship of drama curriculum.  
The practical implication is the principle of creating valued professional relationships and 
collaborative dialogue amongst stakeholders. The focus of the dialogue is in understanding 
together the issues of concern and then working together, executive staff, teachers, parents and 
students to creatively develop solutions. This principle of creating a safe space for dialogue is a 
key element of effectively managing censorship of HSC Drama curriculum.  
The next section of this chapter will draw together the findings and implications of this study to 
propose a conceptual framework and review process to assist schools in effectively managing 
questions of censorship in HSC Drama. 
A conceptual framework and review process for managing censorship 
A conceptual framework and its derivative review process helps school communities to 
proactively manage curriculum censorship. The aims of this review process are to help schools:  
1. clarify issues 
2. create a safe space for dialogue and  
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3. collaboratively investigate creative approaches to managing potentially contentious HSC 
Drama texts and performances. 
To inform the creation of a conceptual framework and review process, common utilitarian 
principles from the participant’s insights and my synthesised reflections are identified. These 
common principles from this study are identified in the following section. 
1. Common core principles from the literature and the participants 
Nimon’s (2005a) paper encourages dialogue with parents in the process of defending the 
school’s library collection, but what the students wish to read is seen as being of primary 
importance in the decision making process by the majority of librarians quoted in this paper. 
This view of consulting parents and students is also directly and indirectly raised by participants 
of this study with some narratives and examples of student agency cited. The question is not 
should consultation occur but how should it occur and how much authority should parents and 
students have in HSC Drama censorship decisions. 
Ireland’s (2000) protectionist censorship framework has a theological basis and assumes the 
right of the parent to determine curriculum. The American Alliance for Theatre and Education 
exposure censorship framework is designed on the assumption that it is the right and 
responsibility of schools and states to determine curriculum and is designed to be responsive to 
formal challenges in defence of arts curriculum in secondary schools. 
The frameworks that are found in the literature here surveyed, though helpful as a starting point, 
are inadequate in specifically addressing the issues faced in implementing the HSC Drama 
curriculum in New South Wales. Some principles from the findings of this research that should 
be incorporated in a censorship conceptual framework are:  
1. Determining and articulating an ideological basis for censorship  
2. Providing a mechanism for standards and values to be responsive to changing 
community standards 
3. Valuing the voice of senior students providing agency in the censorship determination 
process 
4. Promoting a safe space for dialogue between stakeholders where all views are 
welcome, respected and can be freely expressed and explored 
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5. Ensuring that solution focused rational discussion is the means for making 
determinations 
6. Teaching staff provided agency and support 
7. The school’s reputation is protected 
8. Executive and teaching staff are prepared to take risks to defend a liberal arts 
curriculum. 
Before synthesising these principles into a proposed conceptual framework and review process, 
a censorship process proposed by Benedict in this study deserves reflection. 
i. A veto process 
Benedict 
‘Ultimately, a text should not be selected or should be modified for performance if it does not 
correlate with the values of the school, the expectations of the parents or the personal beliefs of 
the teacher regarding the educational merit of that selection’ (Questionnaire). 
Benedict in his questionnaire response identifies three core stakeholders that should decide HSC 
Drama censorship: the school executive (school values), parents (community standards) and the 
teacher (educational merit). Each stakeholder is linked to a criterion as I have indicated in 
italics: school executive with school values, parents to community standards and teachers to 
educational merit. The fourth stakeholder that Benedict refers to is the voice of the student. This 
identification of stakeholders and connection to criteria is insightful. 
In his response he seems to be advocating that each of these stakeholders should have the right 
of veto in the censorship process in that each should be comfortable with the selection – ‘[it] 
should be modified if it does not correlate with …’ (Benedict). This veto approach is one way to 
ensure that HSC Drama curriculum is unlikely to cause concern or offence; however it may 
result in a process with little collaborative discourse and thinking regarding the merit of HSC 
Drama texts or performance pieces and a rather large amount of unnecessary censorship. 
Pragmatically to have each stakeholder provide representation by viewing each performance 
prior to its performance seems to be an inherently difficult task to manage and organise in a 
busy school context as has been noted by many of the participants in this study from their 
experiences.  
Elements of this ‘veto process’ are resonant with the review process put in place in some 
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schools in this study with direct executive staff oversight of all performance censorship. If we 
do not apply veto where all stakeholders hold power equally, then there is an unresolved 
question of power in the determination of whose values and interpretations has sway when there 
is disagreement. It can be particularly difficult when there is argument based on different 
paradigms for how values should be determined. To resolve this ‘power’ question, Benedict 
proposes a right of veto. It is important to Benedict that the teacher has a respected and 
powerful position in the dialogue and be a ‘first port of call’. 
A democratic dialogue that encourages engagement, thought and considered reasoning would 
mitigate some of the power issues of the veto approach. However, as the Board of Studies 
Advice to Schools states (Office Board of Studies, 2005), it is the principal at the end of the day 
that is responsible and accountable for her school’s curriculum, welfare of her students and the 
school’s reputation and professional standing. Therefore, a more effective and appropriate way 
to utilise representation from these four stakeholders, is for the school principal to appoint a 
representative censorship committee to create criteria, guidelines, principles and standards 
(Ireland, 2000; Lambie, 2009; Winch, 2004). A discourse developed censorship approach could 
provide supportive guidance for staff and students with means of appeal for particularly difficult 
decisions. If regularly reviewed and refreshed it would be responsive to the political, religious 
and ideological positions of the school community as standards shift and evolve over time 
(French, 2003; Schaeffer, 1973; Schrader, 1996). I believe a conceptual framework developed 
on these principles would deliver robust and reasonable censorship decisions.  
A framework that deserves closer reflection is one designed for American high schools and 
successfully employed for over twenty years. 
ii. An American framework for theatre education in high schools 
The American Alliance for Theatre and Education (AATE) offers a statement on freedom of 
artistic expression in educational theatre. It deals with issues, responsibility, process and 
strategies for teachers including a bibliography and two sample process forms describing 
procedures for challenging materials and for requesting a reconsideration of learning materials. 
The AATE believes every school should have a school board approved censorship and appeal 
policy (Boccardi, 1993). The approved policy becomes a legal document that guides decisions. 
Approval of the policy familiarises the school board with the mission and purpose of the school 
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drama curriculum. It defines procedures for dealing with objections, so it proactively guides the 
board as to the board’s role when faced with parental or public challenge to the curriculum. 
Before any action occurs, a prescribed set of procedures is to be followed. The complainants are 
to submit a formal complaint in writing. They should identify themselves and their interests in 
this complaint. Complainants must also have read or viewed the challenged material in its 
entirety. The complainant is to suggest a remedy rather than just simply request for the text or 
performance to be censored. 
Many of these elements are transferable to the Australian HSC Drama context. Having a formal 
process for challenges to be dealt with allows for concerns to be raised in a way that takes them 
seriously but requires reflection and a reasoned, less emotional response. This formalised 
process communicates to complainants that the school is listening, taking their concerns 
seriously and is eager to find solutions to valid concerns. It also militates against schools taking 
a reflexive reactive response when complaints are received providing time and space for 
considered reflection before responding. It positions complaints and challenges as a normal part 
of working in an educational community where views vary, rather than seeing them as 
threatening irregularities. 
The process is reactive rather than proactive in that a challenge is the catalyst for the process to 
be engaged. A process that proactively considers mitigation of a risk of challenge before 
contentious texts are included in the curriculum would strengthen this process. 
2. Synthesising conceptual principles into a conceptual framework 
The following principles are synthesised from the evidence of this study as well as the research 
that corroborated it: 
1. Determine and communicate the school’s ideological basis for censorship that reflects a 
Lockean view of the child and the resulting appropriate agency for teachers, parents and 
senior secondary students. 
2. The defence of a controversial text or performance should be based primarily on 
educational merit, in the context of the maturity and individual needs of students and the 
understood and stated ethos, beliefs and values of the school for the moral formation of 
students. 
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3. Censorship standards should utilise the classification code and process defined by the 
national Office of Film and Literature Classification (OFLC) as a universally understood 
standard. 
4. Create a safe space for a discourse between stakeholders in an atmosphere of safety 
where all views are respected and can be freely expressed and explored ensuring that 
solution focused rational discussion is the means for making determinations. 
Stakeholders should include: 
a. the school executive (school’s values) 
b. parents (community standards)  
c. faculty heads/teachers (educational merit) and 
d. senior students (Years 11-12). 
5. The school’s reputation is protected through proactively mitigating risks before 
contentious performances and texts are included in the curriculum. 
6. Executive and teaching staff are prepared to take risks that may result in sometimes 
getting it wrong. 
7. This conceptual framework is operationalised through a review process that employs 
these principles. 
The diagram below illustrates this conceptual framework for considering censorship in high 
school curriculum employing these identified principles. It attempts to express these principles 
depicting their interrelationship into a single interconnected coherent view of the way in which 
school communities can approach the question of curriculum censorship. It starts by defining 
the ideological basis for censorship in the school. This basis acknowledges the continuum of 
protectionist to exposure paradigm on which a school will sit. It also acknowledges the 
continuum of parent influence to parent control in the school’s governance. The school’s basis, 
when defined and articulated, focuses the dual lenses (represented as spectacles) of 
beliefs/values and educational merit through which the school views the contested material. 
This conceptual framework provides for a reasoned evaluation process, when weighing the 
benefit versus cost of including potentially contentious material in the curriculum. By applying 
a defined set of criteria and standards a decision is made. These standards and criteria are 
defined by the OFLC ratings that are well known and reflexive to the Australian context and 
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embed a Lockean view of the child. This framework is set in a context of a supported discourse 
between stakeholders including parents, principals, teachers and where possible and appropriate 
students. 
Figure 9.1 - Conceptual framework for managing censorship in schools 
 
This conceptual framework is operationalised through the proposed review process below, 
based on the findings of this study. The review process is constructed to address the components 
of the New South Wales HSC Drama curriculum being: the individual project texts, the 
performance examination and the written examination texts. 
3. A proposed censorship review process 
i. General protocols 
School principals are responsible for school curriculum and ensuring school values and beliefs 
are upheld through the delivery of quality school curriculum. The school’s censorship policy 
should be ideologically based and emerge from the school’s values and beliefs while also 
acknowledging that senior secondary students are emerging adults, and so access to potentially 
contentious texts and ideas is a right to be protected. The educational merit of material and 
protection of the school’s reputation need to be considered equally in any decision to censor 
material (see Figure 9.1) 
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faculty heads. Principals or their delegate should consult drama faculty staff, parent 
representatives and senior drama students in establishing appropriate standards in this policy. 
This consultation between stakeholders should be open, democratic with all views welcome in a 
judgement and fear-free atmosphere (see Figure 9.1). This censorship policy is reviewed on a 
regular basis.  
Standards may need to vary between what is appropriate for students to study for the Higher 
School Certificate context and what is appropriate for public performance contexts. These 
standards should be based on the broadly understood national Office for Film and Literature 
Classification code and apply the principles that underpin this code including: 
1. Minors should be protected from material likely to harm or disturb them. 
2. It is necessary to take account of community concerns about depictions that condone or 
incite violence, and any portrayal of a person in a demeaning manner. 
The diagram below attempts to capture this process in a broad-brush summary and should be 
viewed with the conceptual framework illustrated in Figure 9.1 in mind as the guiding basis for 
this process. 
Figure 9.2 - Proposed censorship review process 
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The following sections looks at the specific HSC Drama contexts where this process would be 
applied outlining the specific considerations for each of the differing requirements of the HSC 
Drama course. 
ii. Managing HSC Drama individual projects 
The New South Wales Board of Studies issues a list of prescribed drama texts for the 
development of HSC Drama Individual Projects in the area of design and directorial analysis. 
Some texts on this list may be challenging for some students and school communities. When 
determining senior student access to these texts, teachers should be sensitive to the emotional 
maturity and sensitivities of their students and guide text selection appropriate for the needs, 
interests and abilities of their students. Texts that may cause harm to a particular student should 
be withheld. Any text with strong language, strong or frequent sexual content, illicit drug use, 
gratuitous and graphic violence, discriminatory, narrow or salacious should be provided with 
great care consulting the principal or her delegate and the students’ parents before approving the 
text for the student following the process outlined above. 
iii. Managing the group and individual performance 
Individual Performances are an open choice for the student. Drama teachers play a significant 
role in guiding student choice for these performance monologues. Teachers should be sensitive 
to the emotional maturity and sensitivities of their students and suggest texts and topics that they 
believe are suitable and appropriate for the needs, interests and abilities of their students. Texts 
that may cause harm to a particular student should not be recommended or provided. Any text 
with strong language, strong or frequent sexual content, illicit drug use, gratuitous and graphic 
violence, politically biased, discriminatory, narrow or salacious should be provided with great 
care consulting the principal or her delegate and the students’ parents before approving the text 
for the student to study and perform for their examination  
Group Performances are devised by students based on one of several stimulus topics provided 
by the regularly up-dated Board of Studies Drama Course Prescriptions List. The content of 
these performances is based on the students’ research and interests. Students should be 
encouraged and supported to develop pieces that are theatrically sophisticated and intelligent 
through their research, observations and commentary on the human condition. The teacher and 
faculty head in accordance with the school’s censorship policy and standards, should censor 
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content that depicts or condones racial, religious, ethnic, sexist or homophobic, or incites 
violence, or any portrayal of a person in a demeaning manner. Careful consideration should also 
be given to content that includes strong language, strong or frequent sexual content, illicit drug 
use, graphic violence, discriminatory, narrow or salacious. If there are concerns, then a 
discussion between the teacher and faculty head should resolve this. In some cases, it may be 
necessary to consult the principal or her delegate. 
iv. Public performances and showcases 
Students may study and present their HSC Drama performances and projects for the Higher 
School Certificate Examination, however, they may not be considered suitable for public 
showcase events if they contain: 
a) Offensive language, that is, language likely to cause outrage or disgust; 
b) Violence, either real or perceived; 
c) References to the use of illegal drugs; 
d) Sexual references; 
e) Themes considered inappropriate for a general audience (Office Board of 
Studies, 2005). 
However, the school should endeavour to provide performance/showcase opportunity for 
students whose works are not suitable for a general audience. This may be through informing 
audiences of the OFLC standard and the nature of the mature content that the performance or 
project depicts and then presenting these works at an alternative time, venue or evening 
allowing audiences to choose whether or not they wish to view this material. It may also be 
through modifying the work so that it meets the required standard set in the school’s censorship 
policy for a public showcase or through other creative solutions that may be employed that the 
school censorship committee approves. 
v. Managing texts for the HSC Drama written examination 
The New South Wales Board of Studies issues a list of prescribed drama texts for the study of 
two topics for the HSC Drama written examination in the area of Australian Drama and Theatre 
and the area of Studies in Drama and Theatre. Some texts on this list may be challenging for 
some students and school communities. When determining student access to these texts teachers 
should be aware of the emotional maturity and sensitivities of their students and select texts that 
219 
 
they believe are most suitable and appropriate for the needs, interests and abilities of their 
students. As the entire class studies these topics, tailoring texts to individual student needs is not 
possible. Therefore, more care must be taken in selecting topics and texts that will be 
appropriate for a particular class context. Any text with strong language, strong or frequent 
sexual content, illicit drug use, gratuitous and graphic violence, discriminatory, narrow or 
salacious content should be managed with great care consulting the principal and parents before 
selecting the text for the students to study as outlined in Figure 8.7. 
For potentially contentious texts, the school may provide opportunities for parents and senior 
students to ‘examine’ the material and how it will be explored before a decision is made. This 
process could include:  
1. Providing copies of the proposed texts and teaching program for review  
2. Convening a parent/student meeting to discuss the text and how it will be approached 
3. Providing copies of the school’s review process and censorship policy including ways to 
appeal censorship decisions made by the school.  
This provides a way for an informed decision in ‘partnership’ to be made and may avoid a text 
being unnecessarily censored or self-censored for fear of possible objections that may not arise 
in an informed and consultative context. 
vi. Formal procedure to register concern or challenge to a text or performance 
Schools should acknowledge in their censorship policy that they recognise the rights of parents 
and individuals to present concerns over instructional material and activities to the school and 
that it is hoped that most concerns can be resolved informally through discussion with teachers 
and faculty heads. Before any formal action occurs, a prescribed set of procedures should be 
followed to prevent immediate emotional reactive responses and to allow all voices to be 
considered. Complainants should identify themselves and their interests when raising their 
concerns. Complainants should also have read or viewed in its entirety the resource they wish 
the school to censor. The complainant should also suggest a remedy rather than just request for 
the text or performance to be removed from the curriculum. See Appendix 7 for a protocol and 
form I have created from the recommendations and experience of the participants and 
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influenced by work by the American Alliance for Theatre and Education (Boccardi, 1993, p. 
A4). 
Five implications for further study 
To conclude this discussion I will provide the questions that I believe require further 
investigation to further refine our thinking in regard to the censorship of secondary school 
curriculum. These questions naturally arise from the work completed in this study and will 
assist in further developing principles and processes for assisting schools with this significant 
responsibility. The thrust of each question is outlined below. 
1. Self-censorship: how much is actually going on and why? 
The participant responses have consistently demonstrated how self-censorship motivated by fear 
of repercussions pervades the schools in this study. A more focused and broader study into the 
extent and causes of this phenomenon will assist understanding and shape responses to this 
widely identified concerning problem. 
2. What is the situation in government schools? 
The same research question and sub-question of this study could be investigated in the 
government school sector. There are overlapping and distinctive themes emerging from the 
three case studies of the three largest non-government school systems represented in this 
inquiry. It would complement and complete this missing government school sector perspective 
to explore these same questions in these New South Wales secondary schools. What resonance 
would we find with these findings? What themes may we discover that are distinctive to the 
government school sector and what themes overlap with the schools studied here? Campbell and 
Proctor (Campbell et al., 2009) reflect on the reactive conservative influences on curriculum 
made in the public school sector by vocal and sometimes quite militant parents in their studies. 
Undue censorship is not only an issue for religious schools. 
3. How utilitarian is this proposed conceptual framework and review 
process? 
This proposed conceptual framework and review process needs to be piloted in schools to 
discover its utilitarian value. Research needs to be completed to discover if it has a significant 
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positive influence on censorship outcomes in schools. Further research to see if this same 
process has value more broadly in other school sectors, in other arts subject areas and in 
younger ages of student would also assist further developing proactive positive management of 
curriculum censorship in this State and beyond. 
4. What is the students’ view? 
An area that is not addressed by this study is any substantive input from students themselves. 
Research that canvassed students’ views and provided a platform for their voice to be heard in 
this discourse is a significant void. Student perspectives are critical to the questions interrogated 
in this inquiry and further research that provides this missing voice is very much needed. 
5. What is the parents’ view? 
Parent perspectives are similarly critical to the research questions of this study. The parents’ 
view in this study as with the students’ view we receive through the perspective and experiences 
of the teacher and school executive participants. A parallel study to this, focused on parent and 
student responses to these research questions would significantly add to this discourse. From the 
teachers’ responses it suggests that ideology and fear are driving censorship decisions however, 
there may well be other factors involved. For example there may be some correlation between 
the affluence and education levels of school communities that more significantly align with the 
‘exposure’ and ‘protectionist’ positions identified rather than an ideological or theological 
position. Access to non-government education seems to be driven by a financial rather than 
ideological engine (Buckingham, 2010; Campbell et al., 2009) so parents expressed views could 
profoundly inform the discourse of this field of inquiry. 
Conclusion 
This study has explored how censorship occurs and the basis for this censorship through the 
perspectives and stories of nine participants working across three different Christian school 
systems. These perspectives and shared narratives have revealed that self-censorship is an 
extensive and often hidden problem. We have seen that fear of negative consequences is a 
significant and widely reported motivator of much of the self-censorship by teachers and the 
imposed censorship of school leaders. Participants were able to cite a very limited number of 
formal or informal parent challenges of HSC Drama texts and performances. However, despite 
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the minimal frequency and level of complaint and challenge, the amount of censorship activity 
and particularly self-censorship activity taking place in these schools is extensive. Often this 
censorship activity is a reactive response to a single event. As such these responses are not 
always deeply considered and reasoned but are motivated by appeasement of potential 
complainants. This has been seen by participants of this study to deliver less than optimal 
educational outcomes for student learning and teacher morale. This climate of fear and its 
resulting censorship and self-censorship stifles student engagement and debate of significant 
social/political issues that is essential to a healthy democracy. In these instances, senior student 
agency is suppressed, and a liberal arts education jeopardised. 
The second major finding of this inquiry is that ideology and to some degree theology is 
influencing censorship policy and practice in these schools. Fear is a reactive basis for 
censorship. However, ideologically based decisions are proactive in nature. To move from a 
reactive fear-based censorship to a proactive ideological basis for censorship, engagement, 
discourse and debate is required. For this open discourse to occur, a fear free environment of 
professional respect and trust is essential. The implication of these two findings is the need to 
create a discursive space for safe discourse amongst the key stakeholders in school 
communities. This environment and atmosphere are purposefully designed to reduce fear for 
teachers and to allow focus on creative solutions based on the ideology that is the school’s basis 
for censorship. 
Through the perspectives of the participants and through my professional experience a 
conceptual framework and process for managing contentious senior school curriculum material 
has been presented. This process is designed to promote open and rational conversations 
between those responsible for curriculum management. This approach may assist teachers, 
principals and school communities to make well considered and rationally informed decisions in 
creating an appropriately broad and balanced arts curriculum. 
Some censorship issues are beyond the scope of a democratic process. Conflict may be 
inevitable with these issues. Prescriptive processes are potentially manipulable as different 
individuals and groups attempt to enforce their hegemonic views and their sense of the 
pressures affecting curriculum and pedagogic issues. 
However, our responsibility as educators, academics, students and citizens is to engage 
collaboratively to develop creative solutions to enable access to quality literary works for our 
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senior secondary students to discover, enjoy, explore and apply to transform our world and 
society into a richer, fairer and fundamentally decent place. This study is one small and 
hopefully significant step in this direction. 
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APPENDIX 7 Review Process and Form for Managing Censorship 
PROCEDURES FOR CHALLENGING TEXTS OR PERFORMANCES 
1. The person raising the concern should be directed to the faculty head who is to 
acknowledge the concern and discuss it. 
2. If the concern is not resolved a discussion with the faculty head and a member of the 
executive may be requested. 
3. If the concern remains unresolved the complainant should complete the form below and 
submit it to the school.  
4. Once the form is received a meeting with the school principal will be convened to hear 
all concerns and a then on reflection a final decision will be made. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF LEARNING MATERIALS 
Description of Material (Play text, performance, text book etc)      
Title of text/performance:           
Author/playwright:            
Publisher/Source:            
Request initiated by:            
Address:             
Phone:       Email:       
Relationship to the school:           
1. What are your specific objections? (Cite pages or other references) 
2. Why do you object? 
3. Do you know why the text/material was selected for use at this time? 
4. Did you read/view/listen to the entire work? 
5. Are you aware of the evaluation of this work by professional critics? 
What would you prefer the school to do about this material? (eg To not assign to my 
child, modify the work/presentation, withdraw the work from all students, other possible 
solutions – please state) 
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APPENDIX 8 Unedited Censorship Narrative Transcripts 
Beatrice 
SECTION 9 EXAMPLES FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE IN YOUR SCHOOL 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected for study?  
I can’t. The Still Angela I wanted to do but I knew that one word would be a problem. It’s 
interesting the whole concept of Still Angela, is so interesting theatrically anyway. That was the 
only thing. And I thought if we’re told no I’m gonna fight for it because it’s such an amazing 
play. The only reason I haven’t done some plays is because, um I’ve never taught Seven Stages 
of Grieving simply because everyone at written marking seems to do that. 
(Clarifies that this isn’t really censorship) 
I can’t think of anything that we’ve said to a kid ‘no you can’t do’. It’s more like finding it 
making it, interesting, rather than inappropriateness.  
With the Still Angela one you mentioned before you had to blacken out 
Yeah I had to blacken everything out yeah. 
What was the process by which this occurred? 
When the deputy said, “No you have to remove the offending word, you have to buy a class set 
of the play of Still Angela”. Our students buy their own texts books at the start of each academic 
year. And I just deleted that off the list so they didn’t buy it, and we provided them a copy to 
use in class.  
What was the basis for the decision? 
Inappropriate language. So and I knew it would be. Like I knew in my head before and that’s 
why I raised it, because I thought, we don’t want a kid taking that play home and showing a 
parent you know, and a parent sort of up in arms ‘what are you teaching my children?’ 
How would you like to see this process operate in your school? 
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I’d probably do exactly the same thing. I think it’s one of those sorts of things, the radar goes 
off in your own head and you go “I love this but there’s a you know there’s a problem” um and 
I just took it straight to the deputy and said, ‘we have to make a decision on this in a week, 
here’s a copy of the play, here’s the offending problem with it, can you read it and get back to 
me? Because I’d like to put this on the book list.’ and I mean I had a relationship with the 
previous deputy that was like that were I could walk in and say ‘look by the way, this could 
happen, what do you suggest we do about it?’ And it was probably no more than a five-minute 
conversation. It was ‘oh ok what’s the play about?’ and gave her a bit of an outline, told her 
how I thought it was really interesting theatrically had ideas for how I was going to teach it to 
the students, she went “fantastic” and literally you know three days later: ‘ look it’s fine, here’s 
what I suggest you do’. So I don’t know whether she bounced ideas off the principal, I would 
doubt it. But I think she sort of had a flick through and went ‘Yeah ok’.  
That way of operating your fine with that? 
Yeah, oh yeah if anything happened, that would probably be exactly what I’d do again.  
What basis would you like to see used for making these decisions? Would you like to see the 
basis modified in any way? 
You mean if I was to see the same word again in another play? 
Yeah 
Probably I think there are certain words that people find incredibly inappropriate on the written 
page um I think well I mean, we teach Summer of the Aliens with the ‘f’ word littered through it, 
which I don’t find as offensive as perhaps and I think in this day and age, the ‘f’ word is out 
there and about. The ‘c’ word less so. I think the ‘c’ word is much more offensive, and being a 
female school, you know, that’s why I thought; “ok hmm I need to draw this [to the authority’s 
attention]. I’d never drawn the fact that we do Louis Nowra to their attention before because 
contextually it sort of works. The ‘c’ word works contextually in Still Angela but it’s the 
difference between those two words, and I went you know what I’d better get this one run past 
before we do hmmm. 
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Bassanio 
SECTION 9 EXAMPLES FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE IN YOUR SCHOOL 
Texts for study: 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected for study (Topics or IP/GP)?  
Well ah Angels in America Tony Cushner’s Angel’s in America. 
What was the process by which this occurred? 
We’d been doing American drama for a number of years and we decided to change and um so 
we looked at the tragedy section in HSC Drama. So we had Death of a Sales Man, Angels in 
America, Oedipus Rex and Antigone, I thinks the other one isn’t it? Yeah so we had those four 
texts. And um both my colleague and myself were very familiar with Angels in America and 
we’d seen it performed, we’d seen the HBO um film of it and so on. We thought it was a very 
powerful, very theatrical text to work with. And we, we um. That was what first attracted it to 
us. We didn’t even think about the content really. And um then um we were all set to go with 
that. And I think the companion piece was Antigone. Um and my colleague read through it um 
before we actually sort of put out the text book order and so on, said “there’s actually a scene or 
two here maybe we should check out with management”.  And then we both went and saw the 
deputy and we had a meeting with her in her office, um a very amicable meeting, and she said 
“look I just think it’s probably best not to do it. Not because most of students won’t find it fine 
or have a very positive experience for it but just for the one or two. And I think it’s probably 
across the board with independent schools too is um is this fear of litigation, of things getting ah 
getting out of hand. And um, there was an example a few years ago of an English text which 
actually had to be removed um because one student um and her parents found that an 
objectionable text and there was quite um that was quite controversial because the English 
department were very strongly um encouraging that the text should go through and of course 
this parent didn’t so it was, it had to be in the end it had to be pulled out. And I think on, having 
had that experience at the school the um management were probably even slightly more um 
sensitive to it. And so um on the possibility of at some, on some occasion maybe not this year 
but, or next year but maybe a couple of years down the track one, of being an issue with one 
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parent, with one group of parents about this particular scene they thought it would be better not 
to do that text yeah.  
What was the basis for the decision? 
Yeah I think that um I mean there’s going to be a risk with any controversial material and in the 
end you have to ah look at how on balance the play or the text will play out in terms of it’s, of it 
going through the ... yeah. I think that ah it certainly, this particular text certainly would have 
um be offering the girls here an experience which would have been foreign to most of them 
would have, certainly it would broaden their experience of, of um of a very um a very pertinent 
issue in terms of um gay politics and what’s happening in the gay community in um in Australia 
and overseas. And I think that um, I mean I was disappointed with the decision because I think 
it’s a wonderful play and it’s got so much to offer in terms of theatre um as does my colleague 
but um I think um in future um. Well I mean I would have liked the text to have gone through I 
can’t see. 
I think that the school management policy will remain the same, in that there will be that kind of 
review process which will go through any particular drama text or art work or um English text, 
that there will always be that ah review to look at the possible reaction that there might be from 
a small section of the school community to the nature of the material and to whether they think 
it’s suitable material or not. Um ah. Beyond saying that I think perhaps the co-ordinator of that 
department should um have a final decision over the material, which is usually the way. I guess 
the school has to look at the whole community and look at it from that point of view. But um, I 
think my colleague and I gave it our best shot, we really argued for it as best we could. I can’t 
see um what else we could have done. I’d like to find, you know if there are any other ways of 
making that a more potent case, I would have loved to have heard them all. If there are any 
other ways of moving around that, that would be terrific. But um we did try; we did put it as 
hard as we could yeah. 
What basis would you like to see used for making these decisions? 
Um I think it has to come, the basis has to be the um the educative value that the student gets 
from the particular play or text or material and in a specific sense the theatrical educative value 
they get from it, and I think if it um if it educates and it does it in a very um powerful theatrical 
way, then I think that should be the basis for allowing a text to go through. Yeah. 
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Benedict 
SECTION 9 EXAMPLES FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE IN YOUR SCHOOL 
Texts for performance: 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected for public performance in your 
school?  
There was one situation this year where a girl came to us with an aboriginal character that she 
wanted to play. And myself and Beatrice had a chat about it because she didn’t have an 
Indigenous background who wanted to do it, and we made the call for her, “you know what, that 
…” it’s just bringing up a few issues of cultural sensitivity that might be lost in this 
performance. And bless she is not an overly gifted or intellectual student and we just didn’t 
think she would have the gravitas to kind of, pull that performance off in a sensitive and truthful 
way that illuminated the issues in I think the way she was trying to do. And then we just kind of 
made that call not to. There’s probably moments in performances where we sort of do you know 
how ever many meetings with the kids over the course of the, you know so run them in lunch 
times largely from the end of term 4 to about now the trial period. And there are times when the 
kids will come to you with either dialogue for self-devised pieces, it’s mostly self-devised ones 
or ones that they do or they have sourced it from other places and sometimes they throw a line 
out and we’ll say “you need to cut that” or you know stuff actually in performance gesturally. 
And that’s quite an interesting line to draw to. For example there’s the Italian courtesan IP this 
year and there’s also one about Mary Antoinette and there’s dialogue in the Mary Antoinette 
one about her husband not being able to do the deed. And “he would not touch me” and “why I 
am left untouched” and there’s something about she’s engaged in social parties in France and 
her husband was the only man who would not have had Mary Antoinette. And so again on a 
purely script level that’s one for example when I send scripts over to our pastoral guy today I 
did flag and say “here’s some dialogue in here you might want to take a look at.” But appended 
it with it’s a historical character it’s accurate historical information about stuff that did happen 
to her and it’s performed extremely tastefully. There’s nothing … 
Gratuitous 
Even slightly gratuitous or provocative about the way it’s blocked and the gestural stuff that the 
student’s doing. So I suppose that’s in a way that is kind of where that - if you had a different 
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student doing that piece it might be a different matter. Um and it does come down to the way I 
think that dialogue works in performance really because if you gave that script two different 
kids, one performance might get through and one might not. So that’s probably an interesting 
example to think about as well and again it’s all at our discretion really. And usually to be 
honest … you’ve known di for years I remember I was a prac student here when we first met, 
and both of us are fairly open minded and liberal about the function of drama and the way we 
operate it here in the school and usually as a general rule if we feel uncomfortable by what the 
kids are saying then usually it needs to go. 
How would you like to see this process operate in your school and what basis would you like to 
see used for making these decisions? 
Ah no my only concern would be that there at any point come a time when parents have that 
kind of initial say. And I think if that was happening if they had to read all the texts and chose 
which ones they wanted their girls to study that would bother me. You don’t go to your doctor 
and tell them what medication to prescribe even before they. You know it’s that whole thing of 
actually trusting our professional judgement as professionals. And I think that’s a really 
important part of this dialogue that happens between the parent body and the teaching body that 
really should not be touched because I think it impacts the credibility of what we do here. So as 
long as we are the first port of call to make the judgement that then maybe get passed on to 
parents or they can be invited to comment on it perhaps sure, but I just think as long as we are 
still the first port of call in terms of working that all out the process works, at this point anyway. 
Beatrice 
Public Performance: 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected or have been modified for public 
performance in your school?  
Ah totally, Doug the pyromaniac. In Cosi. Who every second word is ‘f’ and we had a kid do it 
a few years ago we had to take every ‘f” word out which was fantastic you know. And it was 
just you know, and I said to her from the word ‘go’, do not rehearse it with the ‘f’ words in. Um 
we have a couple every year, where we have to modify; um the previous deputy would always 
take out certain things that she found offensive. We had a girl a couple of years (ago), do a 
female version of “love song dedications”. And she had written cleverly some lines where she 
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was using song titles. But, there was some funny ones, (with emphasis) I found them (slight 
pause for effect) humorous, but the deputy found them less humorous so and I thought, well you 
know, ok, that’s fair enough so we had to take some of those out. Um but I think some of those 
self-devised pieces do need a bit more censorship than perhaps the scripted pieces. 
What was the process by which this occurred? 
That process operates where two weeks before drama night we have to submit a copy of all of 
the scripts to the deputy with a summary like just sort of attached to the front, each student has 
to do this, with a summary of the character their playing what basically happens in their 
performance, with a couple of notes of how they use the space, just so that as they’re reading 
the script, because they’re not seeing it physically performed, they’re reading it off a script, and 
we hand that in, and she use to take it away and read it over the weekend or over the week 
before, and then we’d get it back and you know, it would have post-it notes, that you’d then 
have to go and find the student and say ‘right Mrs Bruce has said you cannot say this word, blah 
blah blah. The student would then have to make the necessary changes before the public 
performance night, to actually make sure they didn’t say those words. So yeah it was modified, 
whereas this year, it’s a little different with the new, current deputy, AP, (assistant principal), 
who didn’t make as nearly as many changes, but really argued the case about ‘feck’ from the 
Lieutenant of Inishmore, but the student, was great who when we told her said, “I’ll go and talk 
with him about it directly”, because basically it goes from the student, to the drama teacher, to 
me to the deputy, and the it sort of came back to me, and the teacher and I had a chat with her 
and she said “no I can see him in the playground, i’ll go and have a chat to him right now.” And 
I thought ‘go, fantastic, go for it’. And I mean he has made that relationship very open with the 
kids, where if he is in the playground, you can come and talk to me. And you know it was all 
sorted out, and we dealt with it and she said it on the public performance night, and the audience 
laughed and thought it was fabulous, so it is funny. Yeah I like them when they’re a bit ballsy, 
so  
So the basis for the decision I guess was the student’s own sensitivities? 
It was just the language yeah, she’s using an Irish accent, so she is saying ‘feck’, but he was 
worried that people would find that offensive. But we said “no”. 
How would you like to see this process operate in your school? 
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I think it’s working ok. I think because all of us who teach HSC Drama, there’s two of us that 
teach HSC Drama, are aware early on, ok the level of appropriateness that the school, this is 
what they expect, so this is how far we can go with, it’s really language more than subject 
matter, um I can’t wait for a kid to do the vagina monologues, because I’m really going to try 
and get a kid to do that next year. Just because I think it would be interesting to see how the 
school would cope. They might not get it through but you know.  
It would be interesting to engage with them. 
Yeah I’ve got a group coming through, this large group of Year 11s who really are going to 
push boundaries a lot because they are an incredibly strong group, you know, so I’m think I 
really want to push them and get them to take a few risks and see what happens, so it will be 
interesting.  
It seems to me one of the things that’s coming through is that it’s not only about having the right 
process in place but the right people. 
It’s been a big shift this year, from when I spoke with you last year, when we had this deputy 
who didn’t really understand the performative side, much you know, to now having somebody 
who is very supportive and sort of can, pick a script up and can go yeah ‘I can see’, even though 
he doesn’t know the students very well because he’s only new, but he can understand the 
performative side of what a piece of paper with a whole pile of words actually looks like, so and 
how that can relate to what’s going on stage so. 
What basis would you like to see used for making these decisions? 
It’s probably language. 
Are you happy with that? 
Yeah I think to me that would be the main basis. In terms of subject matter, pretty early on we 
knock anything on the head that might be inappropriate to the catholic ethos. So if there’s 
something to the Catholic ethos we can say to the kid in November, December, ‘You’re not 
going to be able to do that’, cause this is a Catholic school. You know? Um so when it gets to 
the may June when they’re about to perform, it comes back to language really, and I suppose 
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inappropriate gestures. You know and doing things with their arms and legs they don’t need to 
do in context. 
Hermia 
SECTION 9 EXAMPLES FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE IN YOUR SCHOOL 
Public Performance 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected or modified for public performance in 
your school?  
(Shakes head, long pause) Oh um ... I can’t think of specific ones but it hasn’t really been an 
issue because um, again it’s been for showcase nights, where probably half the pieces weren’t 
performed any way, either because they weren’t strong pieces or the students weren’t so keen to 
do it, or, so it’s not like they’ve been singled out. Um and the students kind of understood, that 
you know of course that” I did this piece”, you know they didn’t expect it to go through 
necessarily, so ... yeah. 
What was the process by which this occurred? 
It would have been either me or a more head person saying “that piece is not appropriate”.  
What was the basis for the decision? 
I can’t remember specific pieces so yeah but an interesting thing, like just to bring up um, what 
started this whole process of getting more head teachers to ok things, was in one of our 
showcases, um there was only probably about eight students altogether,  two group 
performances and a video, yeah a video was shown, maybe a monologue. For me none of the 
pieces were controversial whatsoever, but they all kind of, oh no, well one of the group pieces 
was just you know no issue, the other one had a kind of a horror theme to it. And you know 
dark, and you know scary stories type thing, um one of the film, the film was about a jealous 
girlfriend coming to kill, you know again kind of horror theme.  And I think one of the 
performances, oh no I think that was it. Um but there was quite, that’s where it began, because 
the um head teachers were like “oh it was so dark and it’s not a good communication of our 
school values”. And for me I was really shocked because I, I thought they’re just using a genre, 
and um this, and they always did all throughout their high schooling, they just loved this genre 
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and you’d do Seven Stages of Grieving, they’d turn it into a horror you know kind of genre, it 
was weird but that was their thing.  And so who am I to say “oh you’ve got to do ‘care bears 
incorporated’” you know. Um and it’s a valid genre but it surprised me a lot because for me I 
didn’t see any issue what so ever. It wasn’t graphic, it suited the genre that they’d picked, it 
worked in a lot of ways, both the pieces, and it wasn’t like every piece was you know blood and 
guts. But the feedback that came back was “this was really bad, this made our school look really 
dark, if if I was thinking of bringing my kids along to this school, after seeing that ah I wouldn’t 
enrol them”. All this sort of stuff, which really surprised me, um and that’s where it started. 
They were like “we can’t have this happen again”. And I was like “oh have what happen 
again?” But um yeah that’s where they started you know, “let us know what’s, what they’re 
working on, make sure we ok things for public performance”. And in that way because I didn’t 
understand why they were outraged at this I was kind of glad that this happened because I was 
like “well if I didn’t see that this was an issue then it will happen again because I can’t read 
your mind on these things. So at the end of the day if you make the call, “you make the call 
because obviously I yeah I can’t please you, you know I don’t know what, what your 
expectations are”. I got their point in ah because I think these nights are an ad for the school but 
in some ways I didn’t as well because I thought they worked within what they were trying to do. 
(Shrugged in a resigned way). And and in, I guess too in that case because it was such a small 
class, with only two group projects, it wasn’t like I could pick and choose, “I will take these 
ones”.  If we hadn’t have taken that, it would have been a very small slot for drama. 
How would you like to see this process operate in your school? 
Um ... Ideally it would be really ... well ... Yeah it would be really nice for, to have the one or 
two people who are going to be the tough bad guys, to come in maybe once, well even to come 
and see the trial performance um and so that they’ve got a sense of where they are headed um 
and then come in later just before, so again if something happens and they can’t make it, they’ve 
still got a sense of it, the kids know what, you know that the process is in place so it’s not “oh 
no what do you mean we can’t do it”, they understand where it’s headed. Um I know what we 
have also tried to do is my head teacher has come in at the start of doing the group projects to 
give them a little talk about um you know that clause in the board of studies about it being 
within the ethos of the school and that sort of thing and what that means and why that’s a good a 
thing and, um but she did that for the ip but she never got round to the GP. We kind of pencilled 
it in and then it didn’t work out. Um yeah so that was kind of, that’s, I think that’s a good thing 
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to do too. So right from the start, to be very upfront about um expectations because I think it’s 
unfair to kids towards the end of creating a group project or something like that to say “well 
you’ve worked really hard, it’s really great, of course you can go ahead and do it for your HSC 
but your parents will never get to see it.” Um so I think that, so up front at the start, and then 
towards the end for an “outer body” of decision makers, to come in, to give feedback as well as 
an audience, but also to make the final call. And when they did that last year, the kids were 
really understanding about it all and it was very upfront and transparent. 
What basis would you like to see used for making these decisions? 
 It would be kind of nice to have like some sort of formalised criteria so that when the kids find 
out certain pieces are in, certain aren’t, there’s some sort of comment that can be given about 
why. Um I guess it could be ... It could be, it could be based on something like your film 
ratings, like looking at the content, um and I think more so the explicit content, because 
obviously you can show murder in a way that is much more abstract artistic or you can show it 
in a way that is very gory, so making sure that the intention and the manner of the presentation 
is also taken into account not just you know tick the box, sex, swearing and violence, whatever. 
Um and again as a learning process for the kids, so they can see behind, what’s happened, um 
yeah. 
Helena 
Performance 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected for public performance in your 
school? [We shared an informal chat sharing some stories before the response below was 
elicited]. 
I was sitting next to the headmaster when they were doing a [I can’t quite hear what was 
described on the recording at this point] was part of the GP [Group Performance], and I was 
sitting next to the head master. I just died I nearly died. That’s what prompted the review of the 
whole performance thing. 
Yeah there has been just last year. There was a - it was really clever but there was allusion to 
sort of um over over acting um gay people within the but in a really I thought a really 
inappropriate way, there wasn’t relevant to them and they hadn’t thought it through. And the 
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same piece there were three. I didn’t pull out I made them change the language which was really 
inappropriate for general viewing. 
What was the process by which this occurred?  
The panel saw it and we said you can go ahead and perform it but this has to be removed from 
it.  
How would you like to see this process operate in your school? 
The big problem was that the drama teacher with the GPs were added to at the last minute so I 
would be really happy if they were finalised and formalised maybe four day s before we have 
usually we have like a Fusion Year 12 Night and during the day sorry the week before they 
perform for senior school. And [Hermia] chooses a couple for the senior school assembly and a 
couple for the big Fusion Night a couple weeks before the HSC and sometimes I have seen it up 
to this point and I’m not really sure what it’s like now. I’d like to see that changed. 
What basis would you like to see used for making these decisions? 
I’m happy with the basis it’s just easy if it’s a public performance it’s G rated. 
Lysander 
Performance 
Can you cite examples when texts have not been selected for public performance in your 
school?  
I couldn’t in terms of external texts but certainly in terms of student developed texts. That was 
certainly I think our biggest issue. When I first arrived because every year we have a showcase 
of Year 12 major works. We call it Fusion and on that night we have all the art set up in an 
exhibition we have music performances and we have drama performances and so on. And the 
first year or two were really dark. Dark in the sense it was covering things such as suicide, 
extreme sexuality issues, extreme language kinds of stuff and the such. And the mood of the 
night was kind of very dark, very depressing and very down, which prompted us to rethink 
what’s actually going on within our whole creative arts area. What level of guidance, direction 
is being given in terms of what kids actually do. What we found is that by and large there was 
 256 
 
little guidance given, there was a sense of well look these kids are just expressing what they 
want to express, who are we as teachers to restrain that you know if that’s what they want to do 
that’s what they want to do. So we challenged that thinking to say you know look along the 
same lines we discussed just a little bit earlier. We are in community and being in community 
means that we don’t expression is not only an individual right expression is also a community 
responsibility. And so there is a need to understand the audience to understand where they’re at 
to kind of work out where they’re at so that our audience doesn’t feel you know that they are 
being bullied, or being oppressed or they’re being harmed or any of those kinds of things. So 
having worked through that there was a change I think I saw a shift in thinking that we said we 
really need to work through something such as ethics, you know an ethics approval process for 
our kids so that at the very beginning with our kids we’re particularly talking here about years 
11 and 12, that at the front end before they even get into thinking about their major work we 
actually get them to start thinking in terms of not about who they are so much as who they are in 
terms of the context of community, who are the relationships they are in with. And as part of the 
ethics to actually talk about their ideas even about the materials they want to use, not that we’ve 
ever had an issue with the materials they’ve used but potentially there could be someone could 
decide I want to be shocking and I want to use I don’t know dead bodies with what I want to 
present. And to get that at the front end. And that certainly helped so that you didn’t get to 
performance night where the head of school reviews the performances and says, that’s ok, that’s 
not, that’s not, that’s ok and then have those who can’t perform ring home to the parents and so 
‘look I can’t perform my major work’ etc. Other things that have gone on is that we have 
introduced into the school over the last few years a community service programme where we 
actually get kids going out into the community every term and so we have 440 kids going out 20 
different locations around Sydney with 40 staff and spend the day helping others. What we have 
seen with that is that kids are seeing their own situation in the context of other’s situation so it is 
not that there is suffering and bad stuff going on but there is now actually more of a message of 
hope. You see I could present suffering as we are all going to die there is no point to life, so I 
may as well end myself now. Or I can say we are all going to die but I’m going to do my best to 
try and help and give people hope through these forms. So getting that kind of thinking through 
our creative arts that it’s not just about expression but it’s also about purposefulness. Can I 
actually have a message? Rather than just say well look here’s a situational analysis, here is the 
situation but here is what I want to do with this situation or this is want I to do. And so our 
overseas missions program has had some influence too. I remember one exhibition where one of 
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our students had been confronted by the child soldier situation in Uganda, they really presented 
a whole stream of works that kind of presented the situation but presented it not in despair but 
said no let’s speak a word of hope. So over the last few years I would say that our Fusion Night, 
which is the big performance night is now more characterised by light and hope and now we are 
still dealing with the same issues but it’s actually been turned around so it’s not just I say that 
because it’s not just if you like a policy thing or a thing about ethics approval but it also let us 
know we actually need to teach the issues of why there is censorship as well as develop a 
culture of we actually have a hopeful view of the future not a despairing view of the future and 
we’ve seen a big shift. 
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APPENDIX 9 Example of code summary and executive summary 
from NVivo notes 
Node Summary for Theme 4 Basis – subtheme: Parental Concerns 
HERMIA 
Great concern for what parents think. Wide range of views. A desire for executive to not be so 
easily swayed by the few parental voices of complaint. Not any actual parental complaints. 
Parents seen as 'scary'. 
BASSANIO 
Speculative concerns regarding potential not actual parental complaints. School influenced in 
Drama from a previous parental complaint of English text. Student's logbook recount of a 
concern from mother about content dealing with husband's suicide but the mother never wanted 
the student not to perform the work. 
BENEDICT 
Need to be considerate of the values of parents. Concerns if parental influence went past 
consultation to control regarding curriculum decisions, particularly if by passing teachers. 
3 points of consideration for censorship: School Ethos, Parental Expectations, Educational Merit 
BEATRICE 
One parental complaint language Summer of the Aliens resolved through discussion and not 
censored. Always concerned about offending parents in public performances so much self and 
imposed censoring to perceived expectations of parents - particularly censoring any swearing 
and sexual gestures/content. Parents very supportive and rarely comment or complain. 
HERO 
General societal norms should be adhered to but also acknowledging there can be broad 
interpretation in this with varied ethno/religious backgrounds. People can have an emotive 
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rather than rational response to contentious material. Effecting marketing of school major 
concern but parents have no direct influence on censorship decisions. 
Presumed public perceptions should not overly influence censorship decisions. 
HELENA 
Sees parents as highly important and involved and nothing that could offend their Christian 
sensibilities should be performed. 
PORTIA 
Informing parents and audience regarding performances when contentious material to be studied 
or performed 
ANTONIO 
Parents have no direct influence 
LYSANDER 
Understanding parent expectations. These are very broad. Parents have a respected voice. Most 
parents are happy.  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
There is very little formal or informal parental complaint across the schools. Presumed and 
feared parental perceptions and responses is motivating much of the censorship that is 
occurring. All participants highly sensitive to parental views and highly motivated to ensure 
they avoid any conflict or criticism. Christian schools parents have power and direct influence 
and are reported as more scary. In the Catholic and Protestant context parents have a voice but 
not direct influence and are seen as generally more supportive and less adversarial than in the 
Christian School context.  
